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ABSTRACT
Brown, Angela A. Ed.D. The University of Memphis, May, 2012. Turnaround
Schools: Practices Used by Nationally Recognized Principals to Improve Student
Achievement in High Poverty Schools. Major Professor: Reginald L. Green
The specific purpose of this study was to identify the practices used by leaders of
National Blue Ribbon Awarded Schools to successfully turnaround a school or to
maintain proficient achievement scores within the school. The school principals
answered a four part questionnaire for this study. Part 1 of the questionnaire asked about
the extent to which leadership practices were used by educational leaders serving in high
poverty communities who transformed low performing schools into high performing
schools. Part 2 of the questionnaire solicited information about the relationship between
the leadership strategies used and behaviors and perceptions of the teachers. Part 3 of the
survey questioned the relationship between the leadership practices and the students’
perceptions about themselves and others. Part 4 of the survey inquired about the
demographic characteristics of the schools and their leaders.
Frequency distributions were conducted to analyze the data from the questionnaire.
Based on the findings, the seven practices found in the literature were used to a great
extent by Blue Ribbon awarded principals and were contributing factors to the
transformation of low performing schools or maintaining high achieving schools. The
strategies were: 1) leadership, 2) collaboration, 3) professional development, 4) school
organization, 5) data analysis, 6) curriculum alignment, and 7) student intervention. The
data analysis revealed that the school leaders observed changes in the teachers’ behaviors
and perceptions as a whole, specifically in the area of analyzing individual students’ data
vi

and setting higher expectations for students. Additionally, the data showed that
principals noticed changes in students’ perception about themselves and others as it
related to their competence level and capabilities to learn. Lastly, the data revealed that
according to the participants, there were specific practices that impact school turnaround
efforts specific to the school’s demographics.
The conclusion from this study was that the leadership strategies identified in the
literature were key contributors in transforming low performing or maintaining high
achieving schools efforts.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The phenomenon of failing schools is a national problem that exists in urban,
rural, and suburban areas. Since 1964, studies of national policies and school reform
initiatives have raised questions relative to enhancing the achievement for students
attending high poverty schools. Yet, after five (5) decades of reform efforts including the
Civil Rights Act of 1964; The Effective Schools Movement of the 1970s and 80s; A
Nation At Risk Report, 1983; Standards and Accountability Movement of the 1990s, and
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), 2001; underachievement remains and
educational leaders continue to search for processes and procedures that can be used to
enhance the academic achievement of the students they serve.
According to the U.S. Department of Education, there are approximately 5,000
schools in the chronically underperforming category that is roughly 5% of the schools in
the nation (Elemenary and Secondary Education, 2010). Two thousand-five hundred of
those schools are in big cities, one-third of the schools are in rural areas, and the rest are
in the suburbs and medium-sized towns (Elemenary and Secondary Education, 2010).
Failing schools are most often located in urban and rural areas and are not evenly
distributed across states. Adding to the unequal distribution of these schools, is the fact
that these schools serve a disproportionate number of minority students, with the African
American population ranging from 65% to 95%, (Malen & Rice, 2004), resulting in an
urgent need to improve the schools that serve these students. Also noted, in failing
elementary schools the number could reach 96% (Hassel & Steiner, 2003), of immigrant
1

groups and other minorities. Not surprisingly, children of poor families are also at
greater risk of literacy failure (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009) given that poor families
are more likely to face stress factors such as: unemployment and marital discord, which
can result in the lowering of children's self-worth and the increase in other negative
effects that influence the lack of academic achievement. As such, children functioning
under these circumstances face different challenges that require the schools to provide an
instructional program that will address the negative effects that influence the teaching and
learning process (Ascher & Maguire, 2011). Considering over 40% of the United States
population consists of minority races, there is a need to develop a framework that can
influence the manner in which students attending these schools are educated.
In addition to the factors mentioned above, there are internal factors (conditions that
exist within the schools) associated with the students who are failing in these schools
(Green R. L., 2010). Examples of some of the internal factors that impact achievement
can be placed into three categories: quality teaching, school climate, and student
outcomes. Following is a brief description of the categories, to be further explained later
in Chapter 2.
Quality teaching is an internal factor that greatly impacts student achievement,
specifically in high poverty, low performing schools. This is because failing schools tend
to employ the least number of qualified teachers (Murphy & Meyers, 2008) even though
such schools are in need of the most skilled teachers. However, this is not always an
indictment of teachers who are serving in failing schools, given that some of the teachers
have the potential to be great teachers (Housman & Martinez, 2001). Furthermore, these
2

teachers are likely to "lack expertise in literacy, math, or more specialized subject areas"
(Mazzeo & Berman, 2003). Usually they are not trained to meet the needs of low-income
children, because only a few colleges and universities prepare teachers for this challenge
(Lenz, 2002)which is especially troubling considering that new teachers are more likely
to be assigned to low-performing schools. In some cases, many of these teachers are
being asked to overcome obstacles for which they are inadequately prepared (Cooper,
2005).
The school climate of the school is a major contributor to school failure (Bell,
2001). School climate is thought to represent the attitude of an organization (Gruenert,
2008). It refers to the “feel” of a school and can vary from school to school within the
same district (Marshall, 2004). While an individual school can develop a climate
independently of the larger organization, changes in school climate can positively or
adversely affect the school (Marshall, 2004). For example, if the facility is dilapidated,
crowded, or uncomfortable, the climate in the buildings can lead to low morale and
reduce efforts on the part of teachers and students alike. A negative school climate can
also reduce community engagement with a school and even attract less forms of effective
school leadership (Kozol, 1991).
Student outcome is the third category that influences transformation efforts. High
poverty, low performing schools usually have poor student/teacher attendance, low
student achievement results, and the perpetuation of low graduation rates (Duke, 2006).
These factors and others make it difficult for failing schools to attract and retain teachers
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qualified to teach at high academic performance levels in core subject areas (Mazzeo &
Berman, 2003).
Given that American education has progressed through several reform movements,
and over 40% percent of the nation’s youth continue to attend under performing schools,
there is an urgent need to restructure the practices and processes that are used in high
poverty, low performing schools.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify the practices used in the literature to
transform schools, and those used by leaders in National Blue Ribbon Awarded Schools,
who have proven to be successful in improving and maintaining proficient achievement
scores. Additionally, the researcher measured the extent to which these practices were
used by educational leaders serving in high poverty communities who transformed low
performing schools into high performing schools. Then, the researcher determined the
relationship between the leadership strategies used and the characteristics of the school,
as well as, the students’ perceptions about themselves and others. Lastly, the findings
were synthesized to into a framework that can be used to influence school
transformational efforts.
It is not the intent of the study to present conclusive evidence to prove or disprove
theories, but rather, to present a plethora of proven strategies used by practicing
principals in National Blue Ribbon Schools. The intended audience for this study is
anyone interested in indentifying proven practices that have the potential of influencing
school improvement, or sustaining continuous improvement efforts. This includes school
4

and district leaders with low performing schools and leadership preparation programs at
the university level.
Rationale for the Study
The rationale for this comprehensive investigation is to develop a practical
framework that includes proven practices to enhance academic achievement in low
performing schools, and answer the researcher questions later identified.
Methodology
The study was conducted in various states containing schools that have been
awarded the National Blue Ribbon School of Excellence Award between the years of
2007-2010. The study also focuses on building principals who facilitated the
improvement efforts necessary to achieve the National Blue Ribbon School of Excellence
Award. The subjects were selected based on the recognition criteria created by the U.S.
Department of Education as Blue Ribbon Award committee. Each subject was contacted
via the U.S. postal mailing system. The final selection of participants was based on the
returned agreed responses. The instrument used to gather the data was a 35 item survey
created with questions validated from Leithwood and Strauss (Leithwood & Strauss,
Turnaround Schools and the Leadership They Require, 2009), about leadership strategies,
questions from (Green, 2000), Nurturing School survey regarding teacher and student’s
perceptions, and demographic information. The survey was divided into three major
questioning categories: Part 1 - School Turnaround Strategies, Part 2 - Changes in the
beliefs and practices of the teachers, Part 3 – Changes in student’s perceptions of self and
others, and Part 4 – School and personal demographics.
5

The population of 304 Blue Ribbon principals was sent the survey instrument.
Subjects volunteered to participate in the study. Data was collected via returned
questionnaires, and analyzed by conducting a Chi Square of Independence analysis to
determine the significance of the practices used by principals to reform schools and
student achievement results.
Research Questions
1. To what extent, if any, do principals, conferred as National Blue Ribbon Award
recipients, use reform strategies found in the literature to turn around high
poverty, low performing schools?
2. How does the use of the strategies impact students’ perception about self, and
others?
3. How does the use of the reform strategies alter teachers’ instructional and
institutional behaviors?
4. What is the relationship between the use of these reform strategies and such
school characteristics as grade levels served, location within the US, urban, city,
school size, school SES, and ethnic composition of the school?
Definitions of Terms
o National Blue Ribbon Award (An award granted by the U.S. Department of
Education):
The Blue Ribbon Schools Program honors public and private elementary, middle
and high schools whose students achieve at very high levels or have made
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significant progress and helped close gaps in achievement, especially among
disadvantaged and minority students.
o Low performing schools: To reference Meyers (2007), there are over twelve
labels that are used interchangeably, depending on the national regions of the
schools. To categorize schools that are not meeting local and federal benchmarks,
there is a need to pinpoint a consensual term and working definition to be used in
this work for schools that are considered low performing. Low performing
schools are characterized by school achievement scores relative to federal
expectations, and a desired school climate. These characteristics are described as
measurements of the perceptions of stakeholders, and leadership procedures,
processes and practices used that have caused the school to fail to make progress
year after year (King & Lopez, 2008).
o Transformed Schools: The criteria for identifying a failing school varies between
states (107th Congress, 2002), and are determined by the failure to meet specified
cut scores from tested basic skills within each state. However, student
achievement as measured by state-mandated tests is the primary gauge in
determining turnaround schools as well. In general, schools are targeted for
turnaround based on consistently meeting and/or exceeding state standards on
achievement test scores (Meyers, 2007). Likewise, according to (Kowal, Hassel,
& Hassel, 2009), in public schools, a successful turnaround occurs when school
personnel produce a dramatic increase in student achievement in a limited amount
of time (Kowal, et al, 2009).
7

Organization of the Study
This study contains five chapters. Chapter 1 presents the introduction, purpose
and the rationale for the study. Specific research questions, hypotheses and a definition
of the terms are also stated in Chapter 1. Chapter 2 contains an extensive review of
related literature, which is divided into three major areas: History of school reform
movements, their contributions, Leadership theories that influence school reform and
Effective practices used in education to transform schools. Chapter 3 includes the
research methodology and design and the survey instrument. Chapter 4 consists of a
summary of the findings and answers to the research questions. The data collection is
organized into three core concepts and demographic information outlining the leadership
practices used by school leaders, teachers’ behaviors and perceptions, and students’
perception of self and others as they relate to the practices used by National Blue Ribbon
School leaders to turn the schools around. Chapter 5 provides conclusions and
recommendations for practitioners and future research.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Chapter two presents a review of related literature regarding underperforming
schools and the practices that are being used to transform those schools into high
performing schools. The review underpins the notion that there are practices being used
to effectively address the academic needs of every student. The review builds the case
that school leaders can effectively transform underperforming schools into high
performing schools when they engage in leadership best practices.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical foundation for this study is grounded in three theories of
leadership as defined by Reginald Green (2010), James Spillane (2001), and Bernard
Bass (2006). These theorists have diligently analyzed the correlation between the school
leader’s behavior, beliefs, and social interaction. The analysis of leadership practices by
Green (2010), Spillane (2001), and Bass (2006) are grounded in the belief that a leader’s
contributions, knowledge, and expertise with a group of individuals who work together to
guide and direct practices and procedures will aid in the progression of school
improvement. With such an understanding, leadership behaviors will transform low
performing schools into high performing schools.
In attempt to refine the theories to guide this work, the primary theory used is that
of Green (2010), The Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership. The rationale for using
this theory is that, it is a comprehensive theory that informs principles supported by
9

Distributive Leadership and Transformational theories. Also it provides a brief
description of the core principles embedded in theories throughout the literature.
The Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership Theory, Green (2010) offers that
there must be a balance between leadership style and behavior to transform low
performing schools. Dimension 1, addresses the belief that school leaders must have a
keen understanding of self and others in order to be an effective leader. The leader must
understand what he/she believes and values, as well as where their strengths lay, in as
much as, that understanding will determine their behaviors and decisions in the
organization.
Dimension 2 speaks to understanding the complexity of organizational life, which
encompasses the structure of the daily operations, culture and climate of the school, and
the interaction of people in day to day relationships (Green, 2010). Green (2010)
suggests that an understanding of the intricacies of organizational functions facilitate
structures and systems as well as remove barriers to progress.
Dimension 3 references the practice of building relationships inside and outside of
the school. For example, Green (2010) theorized that if relationships between
principal/teacher, teacher/teacher, teacher/student, and school/community are nurtured,
high student achievement can be promoted. Such relationships encourage camaraderie,
commitment, and collaboration; essentials for school transformation.
Dimension 4 emphasizes engaging in leadership best practices. This dimension
strategically illustrates a change initiative model, decision making strategies, and
conflict/resolution practices that are grounded in research of proven practices that can
10

transform a low performing school. Green (2010) suggests each dimension builds on the
other, and leadership effectiveness, necessary for school transformation, emerges when
all four work simultaneously.
Distributive Leadership Theory - Spillane’s (2001) idea of distributed leadership,
expanded leadership beyond one individual to a practice that includes multiple leaders
within a school. Rather than a study of a leader’s role, traits, ability, and cognition,
Spillane’s viewpoint changed the course of leadership as a practice (Spillane, Halverson,
& Diamond, 2001). Leadership was premised by this researcher with a perspective
founded on two assumptions. First, Spillane suggested that school leadership is best
understood through considering leadership tasks. Secondly, leadership practices are
distributed to followers. Spillane’s (2001) work surrounding distributed leadership
encourages recognition of multiple individuals or actors who take part in school
leadership as formal leaders, informal leaders, and as followers. Distributive Leadership
Theory supports the practice of collaboration and shared leadership, both important
aspects of school transformation.
Transformational Leadership Theory - Bernard Bass (1994) combined the
behaviors of leaders and followers to help each other to advance to higher levels within
an organization. In his classic thesis on leadership, Burns (1978) discussed the concept
of transforming leadership, whereby a leader identifies and uses existing needs and/or
demands of potential followers. He suggested that leaders look for potential motives in
followers, while seeking to satisfy higher needs and engaging the full person. The
described dynamic, results in a relationship of mutual stimulation and elevation that
11

converts followers into leaders themselves (Burns, 1978). In this model, the leader
transforms and motivates followers through a group of identified critical factors
characterizing effective transformational leadership. The factors identified are individual
consideration, intellectual stimulation, inspirational motivation, and idealized influence
(Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Transformational leaders respond to followers’
needs by empowering them to develop as leaders while aligning the goals and objectives
of the individual, the leader, and the organization. The Transformational leader
motivates others to do more than they had planned to do, even more than they thought
possible, because the leader pays attention to individual needs and personal development.
Transformational leaders inspire followers to commit to the shared vision and goals of
the organization, as well as, mentoring, encouraging problem solving and provision for
innovation and support to drive school improvement and transformation efforts (Bass,
2006). It is the joint efforts of these theories that provide a fundamental approach to the
work of transforming low performing schools.
This review of literature laid the foundation for understanding terms and concepts
used to define failing schools, and identify characteristics of low performing schools.
Once the basis of complexities for low performing schools was formulated, an
investigation of previous reform movements were conducted for the purpose of
determining the impact they have had on school effectiveness. Lastly, proven practices
that have been effective in addressing academic deficiencies in low performing schools
were identified.

12

The idea behind intervening in low performing schools is to transform schools
from failure to success; an idea that rests on the assumption that the fundamentals of a
school's culture and practice can be changed via external/internal pressures with the
organizational structure (Chenoweth, Leaving Nothing to Chance, 2010).
Hassell (2009) believes the consequence of educator's failure to recognize
turnarounds efforts as a means of school improvement is because education reformers
tend to lean toward one of two camps (Hassell, 2009). The first group, Incrementalists,
hold that meaningful improvement can only happen slowly, with soul-wrenching culture
change leading to instructional change and eventual student success. The second group,
Clean Slate Club, also called fresh start, believes the only way to fix failing schools is to
shut them down and start fresh, with entirely new rules, staff, and leadership. The freshstart method is much more promising, based on the dramatic success of some newly
formed schools serving tough populations (Vinovskis, 1999). But most fresh starts fail or
bump along in the purgatory of mediocrity, even in sectors that, unlike education, enjoy
abundant venture capital and a ready stable of capable entrepreneurs (Hassell, 2009).
Moreover, troubled organizations across sectors regularly transform themselves from bad
to great, even if the terms describing the efforts to turn around schools are a fairly new
development.
As a reminder, public schools must produce a dramatic increase in student
achievement in a limited amount of time to be considered a successful turnaround
(Hassell, 2009). Therefore the next four sections of this chapter provide a foundational
premise for school transformation.
13

Low Performing Schools Defined
There are 4 themes that directly related to the concept of failing schools: (1)
newness of the term failing school, (2) interchangeable failing terms, (3) undefined
parameters of failing, and (4) lack of research relative to the concept of the failing school
(Duke, 2006). In the following paragraphs, there is an exploration of the description of
low performing schools.
Since schools are graded on student performance, the term failing school has
gained prevalence as policy makers and researchers, link student failure to school failure
(Herman, 2008). First, failing schools are characterized in derogatory terms, but there are
no precise definitions because each accountability system has created its own
classification of what is considered failing, (Duke, 2006). Then, the term failing is used
interchangeably with terms that range from euphemistic substitutes to graphic descriptors
for example: needing help, in need of improvement, needing improvement,
underperforming, low performing, ineffective schools, troubled schools, corrective action
schools, special intervention schools, reconstitution, educational bankruptcy, and
academic bankruptcy (Duke, 2006). Such a range of terms raises the question of whether
failing schools are categorically different than bad schools that are not yet failing (Duke,
2006).
The criteria for identifying a failing school vary between states (Education U. D.,
2002). Although some systems develop numerous indicators to identify failure and
turnaround, two classes of indicators are generally used to identify turnaround schools:
standardized test performance and other external data (Duke, 2006). Student
14

achievement as measured by state-mandated tests is the principal gauge in determining
failing schools as well as turnaround success (Duke, 2006). In general, schools are
targeted for turnaround intervention based on consistently low test scores, although there
are even differences in assessment cut scores that vary across states (Goertz & Duffy,
2001). Ultimately, where the line is drawn between schools that are deemed failing and
those that are not is somewhat arbitrary (Wolk, 1998). Therefore, the term failing school
appears to be relatively new, surfacing in the 1990s as a result of the accountability
movement, and has no clear definition (Duke, 2006).
Characteristics of Low Performing Schools
In order to transform low performing schools, we must first understand what
deems a school, low performing. Duke (2006) referred to the term as failing schools.
The term failing school appears to be relatively new, surfacing in the 1990s as a result of
the accountability movement, (Duke, 2006). There is little existing literature describing
specific characteristics of low-performing schools (Corallo & McDonald, 2002), or about
how schools decline, but there is far more known about how schools improve, (Duke,
2006). Yet it does not explain why some schools have tried multiple strategies to
improve student achievement, without rapid and/or clear success (Herman, 2008).
Identifying the characteristics of low-performing schools early in the process can help
decision makers adjust and reverse the process of low performing schools (Duke, 2006).
Perhaps most problematic to understanding low performing schools is that states
currently lack the knowledge and resources to turn around failing schools (U.S.
Department of Education, 2002). Furthermore, state leaders are unsure about
15

determining the responsible parties for turning around a school, or implementing the
turnaround effort, (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). For example, we know it is
misleading simply to attribute school decline to "changing demographics," which usually
serves as a politically correct way of saying that a school has experienced an influx of
poor, minority, and often non-English-speaking students (Duke, 2006). Common
conditions do, however, appear to be present in these schools. These conditions include a
correlation between community poverty and stress on the organization of the school
(Corallo & McDonald, 2002). The stress is evidenced by low expectations for student
achievement, high teacher absenteeism, and high rates of teacher turnover (Corallo &
McDonald, 2002). So what factors attributes to school failure?
External/Internal factors. School failure stems from external and internal
conditions (Green, 2010). On one hand, the literature often focuses on the negative
impact that external conditions have on schools-for example, community conditions.
Failing schools that tend to be located in urban and rural areas are not randomly or evenly
distributed across the states. These schools serve a disproportionate number of minority
students (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). Malen and Rice (2004) found in their
work that the student bodies of failing schools are largely African American (65% to
95%). In addition, B. C. Hassel and Steiner (2003) documented an African American
enrollment of 96% in their study of a failing elementary school. Immigrant groups and
other minorities groups are also likely to attend failing schools as well. Not surprisingly,
children who live in poverty are at greater risk of literacy failure, (Herman, 2008) given
that poor families are more likely to face stresses such as unemployment and marital
16

discord, which can result in the lowering of children's self-worth and the increase in other
negative effects (Cooper, 2005). As such, children in these circumstances enter school at
a disadvantage despite the reform efforts inside the school because the external factors
impede the transformation efforts. Other external conditions associated with school
failure noted in the research referred to as “Social deprivation” (Willmott, 1999) and
"associated problems" (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 4) lead to high levels of
violence and disruption, including gang conflicts, drug dealing, prostitution (Kozol,
1991) and burned out buildings, among other hostile factors (Ediger, 2004). Failing
schools that are generally located in these high poverty areas may have 100% of failing
schools and the number of children on free and reduced price lunches are up to 75%
(Ediger, 2004). Such "an environment... destabilizes home life, undermines support, and
creates despair" (Lashway, 2002) deterring the transformation process.
Secondly, the internal conditions can also cause school failure. The internal factors,
conditions that exist within these schools, are associated with the students who are failing
in these schools. Examples of some of the internal factors that impact achievement can
be placed into three categories: quality teaching, school climate, and student outcomes.
Quality teaching. Poor and inadequate teaching is the most cited internal cause of
school failure. Factors that contribute to poor-quality teaching include limited skills and
knowledge, inexperience, and teaching out of specialty area. In other words, limited
teacher skills and knowledge are evident in failing schools, in which teachers are
inadequately prepared for classroom teaching (Ediger, 2004) and are lower-skilled
(Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005). Failing schools employ the least qualified teachers (Ediger,
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2004) even though such schools are in need of the most skilled ones (Mintrop & Trujillo,
2005). Teachers that are in failing schools are likely to lack expertise in literacy, math, or
more specialized subject areas (Mazzeo & Berman, 2003). In addition, teachers who
teach in failing schools are usually not trained to meet the needs of low-income children,
because only a few colleges and universities prepare teachers for this challenge (Kozol,
1991) which is especially troubling considering that new teachers are more likely to be
assigned to low-performing schools (Ravitch, 2010).
School climate. Other stresses of teaching in a failing school may include
"unsafe climates, poor attendance, low achievement, rundown facilities, and material
scarcity (Mazzeo & Berman, 2003). All of these issues make it difficult for such schools
to attract and retain good teachers qualified to teach at high levels in core subject areas
(Mazzeo & Berman, 2003). According to Duke (2006), school success and failure
depend on the leadership and culture of a school. As such, ineffective leadership is
reported as an essential internal cause of failure in schools and is one of the most
consistent features of failing schools (Meyers, 2007). According to Mazzeo and Berman
(2003), many schools that have high poverty percentages and low performing students
have unsafe climates. This is a troubling factor because the high incident crime rate
shapes the perceptions of all the stakeholders who make up the school community,
(Ascher & Maguire, 2011). The schools’ climates are often characterized by failure
because the school may be housed in rundown facilities, or there is a scarcity of materials
that are required for the teaching and learning process to be accomplished (Duke, 2006).
Frequently, the portrayal of schools in the inner city by the media; as schools with
18

academically comatose students and defeated teachers who are attempting maintain
order, can lead to a negative school climate (King & Lopez, 2008). It may be that it is
these dynamics that are responsible for the drop in achievement when the school’s
climates are not conducive for learning (Kozol, 1991).
Student outcomes. Student outcome is the third category that influences
transformational efforts. High poverty, low performing schools usually have poor
student and teacher attendance, low student achievement results, and the perpetuation of
low graduation rates, (Duke, 2006). These factors and others make it difficult for failing
schools to attract and retain teachers qualified to teach at high academic performance
levels in core subject areas, (Mazzeo & Berman, 2003).
More comprehensively, according to Brady (2003), turnaround efforts to date
have been based on five beliefs-namely, that: some elements are missing and inhibiting
school success, that the intervening bodies cannot provide what the school is missing,
school leadership and professionals lack the necessary skills to achieve success, to a
lesser degree, school administrators and staff lack the will to improve, and all schools can
succeed also considered internal and external factors. As a result, reform efforts to
address the characteristics of low performing schools continue to occur.
Education Reform Movements
Although the first decade of the 21st century of school reform produced multiple
books, programs and strategies to be the voice for educational reform initiatives, very few
reforms are articulated through theoretical case lenses (Greene, 2011). Instead many
books written to inform the work of improving schools are based on engaged debates
19

over policies implemented (Greene, 2011). The following reform movements provide a
holistic view of past efforts to address the needs of all students.
Civil Rights Movement. Efforts to transform failing schools and raise student
achievement have been widespread for decades. For more than 50 years, policies have
been formed, in attempt to improve public education through various reform movements.
In the 1954, the Supreme Court’s decision, Brown v. Board of Education, segregation of
educational institutions was found to be a violation of the U. S. Constitution. This
decision was designed to level the expenditures per student capita to improve education
for all students. However, the decision had little impact on the segregation of school
systems. Moreover, it did reveal that at the state level, four times as much money was
spent on white schools than on black schools (Street, 2004). For example, it was not
unusual for $245.00 to be spent on education per white student opposed to $3.00 per
black student (Street, 2004). Although a decade passed, there was little change to the
nation’s educational system despite the court’s decision (Brown, 2004). The lack of
efforts were substantiated by the Coleman Report written in 1966, which concluded that
students in high poverty schools could not learn and would not be successful despite any
efforts made by the schools (Lezotte, 1996).
Although states no longer enforce segregation, however, by private choice,
different races and ethnic groups live and attend schools in racially isolated
neighborhoods (Ogletree, 2004). For example, in 2001, the Boston Public School system
was 86% non-white with fewer resources, and scored 38% proficient in reading and
math, while the state average is 78% proficient (Ogletree, 2004). Such practices
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continue to impact student achievement, today. In Dimension 3, Green (2010)
emphasizes the practice of building relationships inside and outside of the educational
construct as a vital component of school effectiveness. He notes that that society
depends on and is a part of the educational process; thereby relationships that inform the
larger community are essential and must be considered to improve school in our nation
(Green, 2010). So, if the student achievement is to improve in a large district like Boston
Public Schools, the larger community must nurture the relationships within such districts
to transform schools.
In essence, the Civil Right Act of 1964 authorized U. S. Attorney General to take
legal action against school systems that were racially segregated to right the continued
wrong of unequal education (Brown, 2004). In spite of this action, 47 years later,
American public schools were just as segregated in 2010 as they were in 1964 (Ravitch,
2010). Therefore, based on the unequal number of minority students, with the AfricanAmerican population ranging from 65% to 95%, (U.S. Department of Education, 2001;
Malen and Rice, 2004), and almost 96% (Hassel & Steiner, 2003), of immigrant groups
and other minorities in failing elementary schools, the premise holds true that schools
cannot be separate and equal. Additionally, although segregation is mandated and
federally funded to support equal expenditures per student, the law protects free school
choice, thereby leaving educators to implement practices to improve student achievement
and transform low performing schools in high poverty areas.
Effective School movement. The decade of the 1970s was tumultuous for public
education. Many high expectations for federal educational programs were not achieved,
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(Vinovskis, 1999). One program that federal funding supported was known as the Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (Vinovskis, 1999). This
program was designed to provide equality of educational resources to high poverty
schools, yet student achievement was not consistent where the funding was provided
(Vinovskis, 1999).
In the late 70s and early 80s, a group of educators, citizens, and policy makers
joined together to improve public schools in high poverty areas. One school reform
effort during this time period was called the Effective Schools Movement. This
movement was orchestrated in response to the Coleman Report written in 1966, which
concluded that students in high poverty schools could not learn and would not be
successful despite any efforts made by the schools (Lezotte, 1996). The leader of this
school reform movement was Ronald R. Edmonds; Director of the Center for Urban
Studies at Harvard University (College, 1995) in collaboration with other researchers set
out to refute the Coleman Report and to prove that public schools could and do make a
difference in high poverty areas. Also they wanted to provide support that students in
these schools could learn at high levels and that there are unique characteristics and
processes that are common to high poverty, high performing schools. Edmonds’ work
presented a comprehensive strategy to influence educational change in high poverty
schools. The Effective Schools Movement proclaimed that by use of a group of specified
practices, “Correlates of Effective Schools”, if implemented in high poverty, low
performing schools, student achievement would increase. According to (Edmonds, 1982)
the Correlates were:
22

Principal’s leadership
Safe and Orderly Environment
High Expectations
Instructional focus
Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
The significance of this work transcended the death of its founder, in as much as,
it evolved to become a model that informed educators of what works, if public education
is to be reformed (College, 1995). The Effective School Process created training
modules that have been implemented by hundreds of districts, positively impacting all
types of schools (Lezotte, 1996), and is supported in Dimension 4, Engaging in
Leadership Best Practices, of Green’s (2010) model. Furthermore, Dimension 4
incorporates thirteen core competencies that inform leadership behaviors to transform
low performing schools including categories like: visionary leadership, data driven
instructional focus, and organizational management (Green, 2010) that were noted in the
work of Edmond (1982).
Accordingly, Bass (2006) attributes school transformation to the principal
leadership and the ability to share the vision and goals of the organization, as well as,
maintaining an instructional focus that includes: mentoring, encouraging problem solving
and provision for innovation and support equivalent to the work of Edmonds. In spite of
findings of the Effective School movement and theoretical support, there were increased
involvements by national initiatives such as: the National Education Association (NEA),
the creation of the U. S. Department of Education, 1979, and later the National
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Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE), 1981, as means to reform the
education system (Vinovskis, 1999), instead of funding the proven work to improve high
poverty schools.
Nation At Risk Reform Movement. By the early 80s most of America’s public
and political parties had accepted the idea that the United States was in an educational
crisis. The first premise for this belief was based on the decline of test scores supported
by the trend data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and
other tests, which were linked to the nation’s economic problems of the time (Vinovskis,
1999). The second premise was supported by A Nation at Risk: the Imperative for
Education Reform, 1983 report which addressed the nation about the “deplorable state”
of American education. These convincing reports were substantiated by citing multiple
examples of student achievement results, (Education N. C., 1983) and well received by
business executives who had made notable effort in the transformation of private
companies. Vinovskis (1999) reported that in 1985, the Committee for Economic
Development warned that our international competitors were outperforming the nation
due to our inadequate system of schooling, and resulted in steps for a new wave of
education reform; thereby yielding a overhaul of public education.
Education reform and transforming low performing schools cannot be addressed
without attention given to the force behind education reform, the business sector
(Congress, 1994). It was suggested that educational researchers use the turnaround
lessons of other sectors (Hassell, 2009) to improve low performing schools. One study
compared the turnaround efforts of a private organization to the practice of educating
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children. For example, in the 1990s Continental Airlines was struggling, more than its
troubled U.S. airline peers (Hassell, 2009). As the company's president Greg Brenneman
explained in a 1998 article in the Harvard Business Review (HBR), “Continental ranked
tenth out of the ten largest U.S. airlines in all key customer service areas as measured by
the Department of Transportation: on-time arrivals, baggage handling, customer
complaints, and involuntary denied boarding’s” (Hassell, 2009). In other words, this was
a low performing business. Its transformation process involved analyzing all available
data to make facilitated changes. As a result, the president was successful in
transforming the company and the successes were routinely applied to education reform
efforts (Hassell, 2009). Continental’s turnaround efforts were categorized by the classic
definition used earlier in the study, as a rapid transformation from the brink of doom to
stellar success (Hassell, 2009).
Essentially, the “Nation at Risk” report accomplished three things. First, it
alarmed a nation of a failing public education system based on students’ test data,
whether faulty or valid, and it encouraged the business sector to provide educators with
strategies for effective turnaround (Hassell, 2009). Next, it alerted the funding sources to
hold educators accountable for results, or the lack there of, thus paving the way for the
accountability movement. However, the accomplishments, during the era of the Nation
at Risk report, rendered collaboration among the community stakeholders - a component
that resonates throughout the work of all three supporting theorists- as a vital factor to
school transformation.
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Accountability Reform movement. In the mid-80’s two groups orchestrated
reports that were used to launch another educational reform movement. The first group
was the National Governor’s Association (NGA). The NGA devised efforts to support
the nation’s the educational goal and standards. In 1985, the NGA publicized a report,
Time for Results: The Governor’s 1991 Report on Education, to identify seven tasks each
state must do to improve the educational system over the next five years. The report,
(Time for Results:The Governors' 1991 Report on Education, 1985) outlined seven tasks
that each governor should address at the state level, in an effort to maintain its standard of
life. The tasks noted that in order to improve the educational systems in schools, an indepth examination of critical problem areas must be addressed. Based on this report, the
suggested problem areas were as follows:
Ensuring highly qualified staff to facilitate the teaching and learning
process
Strong leadership and management systems
Parental involvement and choice
Intervention programs
Technology integration
School facilities
University collaboration
The suggestions of the State Governors Association (SGA) closely resemble
recommendations of the past movements and the tasks necessary to transform schools,
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and are explicitly grounded in the works of Spillane (2001), Bass (2006), and Green
(2010).
The second group used to reform education was the Southern Regional
Educational Board (SREB). In 1988, the SREB, an influential regional organization of
southern governors, legislators, and education officials, commissioned and endorsed 12
educational goals that were expected to be completed by the year, 2000 (Vinovskis,
1999). These goals set the premise for the work of the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement (OERI) and the Planning and Evaluation Service (PES) to inform the
Improving America’s Schools Act in 1994. The Improving Schools Act introduced
schools’ accountability for students’ performance (Herman, 2008). Although the Nation
at Risk report may have been written with inconsistent data about the educational system
as a whole, it was instrumental in shaping the nation’s perception to restructure the
educational system to create a standard of excellence, and make way for Goals 2000 and
No Child Left Behind legislative acts.
Goals 2000 Reform Act. The Goals 2000: Educate America Act was signed into
law on March 31, 1994 (Congress, Goals 2000:Educate America Act, 1994). Its purpose
was to establish a framework to inform education reform in order to improve teaching
and learning, and provide support that students may need in order to meet the educational
standards (Congress, Goals 2000:Educate America Act, 1994). The Act codified in the
law goals, to include: school readiness and completion, student achievement, math and
science, literacy, safe schools, professional development, and parental involvement (Time
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for results: The governor's 1991 report on education, 1986). The National Education
Goals stated the following in (Sec. 102), (Congress, 1994) that, “By the year 2000:
1. All children in America will start school ready to learn.
2. The high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90%.
3. All students will leave grades levels: 4, 8, and 12 having demonstrated
competency over challenging subject matter including English, mathematics,
science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, the arts,
history, and geography, and every school in America will ensure that all
students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepare for responsible
citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our nation’s
modern economy.
4. United States students will be first in the world in mathematics and science
achievement.
5. Every adult American will be literate and will possess the knowledge and
skills necessary to compete in a global economy and exercise the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.
6. Every school in the United States will be free of drugs, violence, and the
unauthorized presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined
environment conducive to learning.
7. The nation’s teaching force will have access to programs for the continued
improvement of their professional skills and the opportunity to acquire the
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knowledge and skills needed to instruct and prepare all American students for
the next century.
8. Every school will promote partnerships that will increase parental
involvement and participation in promoting the social, emotional, and
academic growth of children.”
The passage of this Act endowed the federal government with a new line of
support for education. The new support stemmed from the compilation of reports that
students were not achieving at the levels necessary to be successful in the modern world.
Although this Act identified goals for schools’ success, there were several concerns
raised in relationship to the Act (Congress, Misconceptions About the Goals 2000:
Educate America Act, 1994). Those concerns influenced the current day reform efforts.
One, concern addressed, was that the Act promoted opportunities for students to learn
standards that focused on inputs, rather than on standards for student achievement. Yet,
in reality, the original basis for Goals 2000’s creation was to develop and implement
standards to measure student performance and progress, not to improve the student
outcomes in low performing schools.
No Child Left Behind Act. Currently, the United States educational system is
operating under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, 2001 (107th Congress, 2002).
This legislative act funds a number of federal programs aiming to improve the
performance of schools in the U.S. by increasing the standards of accountability for
states, school districts, and schools, as well as an increased focus on reading and math
(107th Congress, 2002). Specifically related to this work, the NCLB is intended to
29

ensure that all children meet state academic achievement standards through improved
federally supported programs sustained by funding title areas such as, but limited to:
Title I, Part A – supports programs and resources for disadvantaged students.
Title IA funding is designed to aid in closing the achievement gaps via highly
qualified staff in each classroom.
Title II, Part A – provides resources for improving teacher and principal quality.
It focuses on preparing, training, and recruiting high quality teachers and
principals.
Title II, Part D – facilitates improved student academic achievement through the
use of technology in schools
Title IV, Part A – provides resources for a safe and drug free learning
environment to make student achievement possible (107th Congress, 2002).
While, the NCLB Act was based on the accountability plan used in Texas, Congress’
eagerness to endorse congress ignored the challenges that would be present when
transplanting a state model nationwide (Ravitch, 2010). According to Ravitch (2010), the
most toxic defect in NCLB was the legislative command that all students in every school
must be proficient in reading and mathematics by 2014. Since this objective, there has
been a steady increase of schools failing to meet adequate yearly progress (AYP). For
example, in 2006-2007, 25,000 schools did not make AYP, and then in 2007-2008, the
number increased to over 30,000 public schools that did not make AYP (Ravitch, 2010).
As a result, the Obama administration has offered revisions to the NCLB in the way
of flexibility, resources and accountability for results (Education U. S., 2010). The new
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suggested overhaul to the NCLB called the A Blueprint for Reform: The Reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 2010, identified five priorities for
education reform:
1. College and career ready students
2. Great teachers and leaders in every school
3. Equity and opportunity for all students
4. Raise the bar and reward excellence
5. Promote innovation and continuous improvement
The federal government has provided the means for states and districts to focus on
improving education, in general, but specifically in low performing schools located in
high poverty areas (Education U. S., 2010). Under the “College and Career Ready
Students” priority, the proposal to provide federal funds for states, school districts, and
schools to implement rigorous interventions in the lowest performing, challenging
schools, are available through grant funding. Therefore, states and districts are expected
to work to improve, by way of transformation models, turnaround models, restart models,
or school closure models, education in the United States. In essence, failure to improve
schools within the last few decades isn’t due to the lack of funding, or due to the
ignorance of how to improve low performing schools, it is the will and persistence to not
do what we already know (Schmoker, 2011).
Lessons Learned
Through a review of the history of education reforms, there are seven core
concepts that have been consistently provided as means to turnaround schools. In the
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exploration of practices recommended by experts in the field, this study has identified
these practices as: leadership, collaboration, student intervention, professional
development, data-driven instructional decision, rigorous curriculum, and organizational
structure. Figure 1 outlines recommendations over a twenty-eight year span that has been
developed to improve schools. Although, terminology may vary, common concepts have
been identified in the literature, supported by theory, and reform movements of the past,
as consistent indicators for school reform; yet today, there is a continuous search for
improvement strategies to reform education in America.

Past Education Reform Recommendations
•Leadership
•School Climate
•High Expectations
•Instruction focus
•Monitor student progress

Effective Schools,
1982

National Governor's
Association, 1985

• Highly qualified staff
• Leadership
• Parental involvement
• Interventions
• Technology intergration
• School facilities
• University collaboration

Goals 2000, 1994

• School readiness and completion
• Student Achievement
• Emphasis on math, science, and literacy
• Safe schools
• Professional development
• Parental Involvement

Figure 1. Recommendations from reform movements to improve education in America.
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This section explores the recommendations identified in the literature to transform
schools in high poverty communities. It begins with Ravitch (2010), who identified test
experts, Ina V.S. Mullis and Michael O. Martin of Boston College, both of whom studied
school performance since the 1960s. They indicated that essential ingredients of
successful education system include: rigor curriculum, qualified teachers, effective
instruction, motivated students, sufficient resources, and community support (Ravitch,
2010). Table 1 contains a listing of studies used to investigate transformation efforts for
high poverty schools that surfaced in the literature. Collectively these studies inform
proven practices and procedures used by school leaders who have successfully turned
around low performing schools.
Between 1999 and 2008, at least seven important studies about school turnarounds
were published. However, each study focused on schools serving large percentages of
students from low-income families, and each school managed to raise academic
achievement to impressive levels (Duke, 2006). Each study produced a list of
characteristics presumably associated with the success of the schools being investigated.
When lists were compared, the researchers identified a number of characteristics common
to three or more of the studies. The following items listed were frequently associated with
the process of improving low performing schools. The elements were grouped by the
number of studies conducted on schools in various states.
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Table 1
Summary of Studies Conducted on Turnaround Schools from the Literature
Turnaround School Studies

Geographical Locations

Number of Schools Analyzed

Hope for Urban Education

Texas

9

Turnaround Teams Project

Ontario, Canada

8

High Performing High Schools:
Patterns of Success

North Carolina

11

High Performing, High Poverty

California

12

High Performance in High Poverty
Schools 90/90/90 and Beyond

Wisconsin

228

Case Study of Leadership Practices
and School Community
Interrelationship in High
Performing, High Poverty, Rural
California High Schools

California

3

Various locations in

35

Schools

Turning Around Chronically LowPerforming Schools: A Practice
Guide

United States

34

Based on the reports from the studies, the critical elements identified in at least six of
the seven studies were: (a) Student intervention -Students experiencing problems with
learning required content received prompt assistance. Teachers were expected to work
together at various levels to plan, monitor student progress, and provide assistance to
struggling students. Teachers insisted that students were capable of doing high-quality
academic work. (b) Data-driven decision making - Data on student achievement were
used on a regular basis to make decisions regarding resource allocation, student needs,
teacher effectiveness, and other matters. Students were assessed on a regular basis to
determine their progress in learning required content. (c) Leadership - Strong leaders
signal change in everyday practices and publicly announces changes and anticipated
actions. (d) Organizational structure - Aspects of school organization, including roles,
teams, and planning processes, were adjusted to support efforts to raise student
achievement. Adjustments were made in the daily schedule in order to increase time for
academic work, especially in the key areas of reading and mathematics. (e) Professional
development - Teachers received training on a continuing basis in order to support and
sustain school improvement efforts. Tests were aligned with curriculum content, and
curriculum content was aligned with instruction. (f) Collaboration - School personnel
reached out to parents to keep them apprised of their children's progress and to enlist
them in supporting school improvement efforts, and (g) Rigorous Curriculum – Core
content was taught that was relevant, challenging, integrative and exploratory.
However, Virginia gained notoriety as it worked to implement interventions aimed at
improving low-performing schools (Duke, 2006). Under the leadership of Gov. Mark
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Warner and state Superintendent of Public Instruction Jo Lynne DeMary, Virginia
created an academic review process to ascertain the causes of low performance in schools
and established the Partnership for Achieving Successful Schools (PASS) program
(McMillian, 2008). This was done to provide ongoing instructional assistance to lowperforming schools.
To address the complexities and inconsistencies that has hindered student
achievement for all children (Ravitch, 2010), the literature exposes the above critical
elements used in districts and schools that have made positive gains in the quest for
continuous school improvement and school transformation. In the following information,
the proven practices are further explained as to how they have been used to turn around
schools in high poverty areas:
Leadership
The first component addressed is leadership. Low performing schools signal the
need for strong leadership (Herman, 2008). Strong leaders must know and understand
what followers and stakeholders expect and desire in order to maximize a relationship of
success (Green, 2010). For example, key components were noted to have attributed to
the success of the schools in the study of 11- high poverty, high performing (HP2),
diverse, North Carolina schools (Cooper, 2005). These schools were reported with
records of high performance on state assessments. The case study found that one major
factor was that leadership made the difference at both district and school levels. Largely,
this meant establishing measurable and agreed upon academic and nonacademic goals
while allowing flexibility in how those goals were achieved (Bell, 2001).
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The principal was viewed as a force for creating a safe and orderly environment
conducive to adult and student learning (Cooper, 2005). For example, two principals of
high schools in Texas, responsible for turning around low performing schools,
demonstrated effective leadership practices (Duke & Jacobson, 2011). After several
years of being considered “drop-out factories”, new leadership with specific processes
and procedures was appointed to two high schools and the schools were turned around in
a short time (Duke & Jacobson, 2011). The principal was able to reduce requirements
that might detract from the school's focus on academic excellence like improving the
organizational structure, and meet students' individual needs (Cooper, 2005). Effective
site leadership also meant shared leadership (Herman, 2008). The actions of principals
and teacher leaders set the tone for the school improvement process (Duke, 2006).
Hassell (2009) believes that in order to be sure that turnaround efforts are successful,
there must be strong leadership, with the ability to share the vision. The staff’s “buy-in”
helps effect a turnaround process, but the leader is the unapologetic driver of change in
successful turnaround schools (Hassell, 2009).
Effective turnaround leaders follow a formula of common actions that spur
dramatic improvement (Bass, 2006). The actions work together to move the organization
rapidly toward impressive, mission-determined results that influence stakeholders to
support additional change (Green, 2010). Based on Hassell’s (2009) report, successful
turnaround leaders choose a few high-priority goals with visible payoffs and use early
success to gain momentum. While these "wins" are limited in scope, they are high
priority, not peripheral, elements of organization performance (Duke & Jacobson, 2011).
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Similarly, for a district turnaround, the superintendent would need to tap a trusted
leader who could cut through the usual district machinery (King & Lopez, 2008). This
leadership team needs to include additional organizers who could focus on
implementation issues in targeted schools or student populations, and each of these
people would need to be accountable for learning success among their assigned students
(King & Lopez, 2008). The superintendent might also replace critical department leaders
from the start, making room for team members who can drive change.
The California study (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009) focused on two primary
research questions. First, what contemporary leadership practices, specifically
transformational, distributive and instructional leadership, are employed by educational
leaders of successful high-poverty rural California high schools? Second, in what ways
do educational leaders of successful high-poverty rural California high schools interface
with the community to overcome challenges of poverty, educational reform and rural
circumstances to enhance student outcomes? The study pointed out that a school leader
is vital to successful organizations, communities, and rural schools (Masumoto & BrownWelty, 2009). Leaders come in many forms, serve many functions, exhibit many styles
and are seen in many venues (Spillane, 2004).
Accordingly, management and organizational literature is rich with descriptions of
leadership types: formal, informal, assumed, assigned, autocratic, democratic, team,
dispersed, shared, collaborative, servant, primal, and contrarian to name a few (Meyers,
2007). Regardless of the leadership label, there are universal characteristics that
commonly surface when considering qualities of effective leaders such as: sense of
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vision, ability to set goals and plan, personal charisma, strong communication skills,
strong sense of self and personal convictions, relationship and empathy skills, and the
ability to motivate and influence others (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). It is this last
virtue, the ability to activate others to follow, which actually defines leadership itself
(Bass, 2006).
Throughout a school’s turnaround efforts, the principal was identified as the key
person responsible for facilitating change (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009).
Instructional, distributed, and transformational leadership practices were evident in the
schools studied in the literature. According to parents, teachers, and school leaders, the
aforementioned elements and the school leaders had been successful in leading
instructional change despite turnover and lack of stability at the district, and passive
resistance of several veteran teachers (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). As
instructional leaders, the principal and vice principal were actively and collaboratively
involved with curriculum improvement, teacher development, data-driven decision
making and engaging teachers in open conversations about teaching practices (Masumoto
& Brown-Welty, 2009). Leadership functions were usually shared by the principal with
others including the vice principal, counselors, designated teacher leaders, and office
manager. School and community interrelationships were numerous, formal and informal,
collaborative and engaging. Leaders at transformed school made conscious and
significant efforts to nurture healthy relationships and two-way communications to
actively engage people from the communities served to focus on priorities of the school
including their turnaround efforts (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009).
39

In addition, Herman (2008), in the IES report, found strong support for the
recommendation that leadership is a key factor in transforming a school. Several case
studies on school transformation confirm that leadership is a vital element to the
turnaround process, (Herman, 2008). For such a school improvement change, first,
leadership must prepare the organization for change by assessing the change capacity
(Green, 2010). Change capacity refers to the ability to implement the change and sustain
it when key individuals leave (Green, 2010). In order to prepare the organization, the
leader sets clear goals and expectations for students and faculty, monitor classroom
instruction, and formulate partnerships (Herman, 2008). However, the change must be
systematic and provide quick wins to change the mindset of the stakeholders (Green,
2010). School leaders signal and carry out change by the practice of communicating
vision, creating a culture of high expectations, sharing leadership, identifying advocates,
and building consensus throughout the building (Herman, 2008). Leadership practices at
school and district levels were important elements contributing to changes in classroom
instruction and increased student achievement. One school made significant
improvements raising scores over 200 points and the average math and language arts
proficiency rates to levels significantly above state averages when leadership was strong
and effective (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009).
Data Driven Instructional Decisions
Turnaround schools use data to set goals for improvement (Herman, 2008). A
consensus emerged among the 11HP2 schools that indicated that district support was
especially critical in the areas of standards implementation, data analysis, and ongoing
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evaluation. As demonstrated by Hassell (2009) in Continental Airlines case, data to
determine is critical to determining the direction of the change. In education, data used to
drive instruction and has become a mantra in school transformation (Hassell, 2009).
However, due to the importance of data, it is critical that it is used effectively. According
to Hassell (2009), the keys to using the right data to drive change, requires all relevant
staff to put their data on display in an open forum and then face tough questions and
problem solving through collaboration and shared vision. This process not only helps
people to improve their practices, but it also transforms the culture of collaboration (King
& Lopez, 2008).
In a school, the staff capable of leading instructional change for learning results
would be identified by student progress data. Those not capable of leading or
accomplishing instructional change would be identified through the data as well. The
progress data would provide the school leader with a guide to the staff changes that
would further improve student learning, and the achievement of early goals would help
build support for such changes (Duke & Jacobson, 2011). Therefore, turnaround schools
are expected to examine data regularly to identify gaps in instruction and weaknesses in
student learning (Herman, 2008). Green’s (2010), Dimension four informed that the data
analysis phase is critical to the instructional program in that, it communicates strengths
and weaknesses in the instructional program, while setting goals for improvement and the
ability to lead the change needed. Also, one of the 13 core competencies, for best
practices in an educational structure, is data analysis (Green, 2010). Overall, data is used
to inform change and improve the teaching and learning process (Green, 2010).
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Transformed schools use data to set goals for instructional improvement, directly
and indirectly (Herman, 2008). All schools studied in the IES report used data to focus
on areas that needed school wide improvement, and to develop systems for the gaps
identified in the teaching and learning process (Herman, 2008). Also, the two high
schools in Texas relied on data to determine where to focus the energy within the school
as it related to operational and academia concentrations (Duke & Jacobson, 2011). The
data influenced professional development for teachers, while identifying factors that
impede student learning such as attendance, discipline, funding, etc. (Herman, 2008).
Low performing schools that seek transformation must have school leaders and teachers
regularly monitoring data, instructional progress and make adjustments (Herman, 2008).
Failure to use and analyze data is one of the major barriers to school improvement
(Green, 2010).
Student Interventions
The third contributor to school success identified in transformed schools was the
presence of multiple types of supports for students with varied needs built into the
organizational structure of the school (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). Students, who
attend high poverty, low performing schools and are experiencing difficulties with
required content, need prompt assistance through instructional interventions that extend
beyond the basic skills of reading and math. Although, student intervention was not
noted in early reform movements, it gained notoriety as a key factor to school
improvement. Schools that have made impressive turnarounds have responded to student
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needs collectively and individually by way of intervention programs and instructional
practices.
In the literature, student support systems for struggling students included regular
assessments, individualized tutorials and frequent school-parent communications
regarding student progress. The value of one-on-one, small group and focused tutorial
opportunities is well established in the literature as effective instructional practice
(Lopez, 2001; Marzano R. J., 2003; National Research Council, 1999). Masumoto
(2009) reported a unique feature of one program was a 40 minute tutorial structured into
the master schedule for all students. In most cases identified, school staff members were
responsible for initiating help from individuals and organizations in the region
(Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). Though formal organizational resources in this rural
county were limited, multiple linkages with individuals, organizations, and colleges
outside of the community fulfilled a variety of student needs (Chenoweth, 2010).
To meet student challenges, the American Institutes for Research, established the
National Center on response to intervention. This center developed an initiative designed
specifically for student intervention strategies. In most cases, instruction is delivered in
tiers. Each tier provides a different level of support for students (Austin, 1979). For
example, Tier 1 encompasses the use of a universal screenings for reading, math, and/or
behavior for all students at all levels. Classroom teachers use frequent common
formative assessments to measure progress and benchmark criteria for success; use the
data to collaboratively discuss instructional approaches, and design learning opportunities
to address individual student needs. Data used to monitor student progress is the driving
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force of the instructional program. It is purposefully collected, organized, and shared
with students and parents (Barth, 1990).
Tier 2. Students identified for Tier 2 interventions are regularly assessed to
measure understanding and transfer of learning to core classrooms. The monitoring of
the students’ progress is done to collect data that can be used to select intervention
strategies. Student needs are pre-identified by the school data team based on the
intervention components and include curriculum based measures and/or other
standardized assessments. Student progress toward expected benchmarks is closely
monitored through assessments, and graphed to illustrate the progress toward benchmark
goal. Then data graphs are used to support the instructional team in monitoring
individual student growth as well as the fidelity of implementation of the intervention
(Adams, 2007).
Tier 3. Students identified for Tier 3 interventions are closely monitored based
on the interventions designed by a student support team. At this level, clear
documentation of progress monitoring data supports the deep focus on the individual
student. Graphs of assessment trends are required to show progress and identify transfer
of learning to the core classrooms (Adams, 2007).
Tier 4. Students identified for Tier 4 interventions are involved in deep,
systematic, and formalized progress monitoring, data collection, and targeted instruction.
Tier 4 interventions are individualized based on student assessment data and
documentation of progress is comprehensive and robust (National Center on Response to
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Intervention Announces New Tool to Help Educators Select Instructional Support
Programs, 2010).
Student interventions positively impact a school’s turnaround effort. However,
the interventions must be systematic and deliberate to students’ needs (Masumoto &
Brown-Welty, 2009). It is important to note, that although interventions address the
needs of struggling students, schools can lose capable students when the concentration
for intervention is not equal to both low and high achieving students (Duke & Jacobson,
2011).
School Organization
To turn around a school, it must be structured for effective teaching and learning
(Green, 2009). Aspects of school organizational structure such as personnel roles, teams,
scheduling and planning processes are put in place to direct and facilitate the behaviors of
individuals and cultivate student achievement (Duke, 2006 & Green, 2009). These
elements of the organization are routinely adjusted to support efforts designed to raise
student achievement (Duke, 2006). It is especially critical to structure organizational
practices in the areas of standards implementation, data analysis, ongoing evaluation, and
professional development.
California’s study looked at high performing, high poverty school in rural areas
where the educational leaders were faced with changing demographics, economic
uncertainty, and pressures of governmental school reform initiatives due to poor
academic performance, unacceptable graduation rates and/or low college matriculation
rates (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). The dire circumstances stipulate changes in the
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organizational structure of the school. This study documents prevalent organizational
structures of educational leaders in three successful high-poverty rural California high
schools. Structures and practices displayed by schools in this study as acknowledged by
Masumoto (2009) were:
 Extremely high academic standards were encouraged and enforced school
wide
 Academic program was enhanced by multiple student support systems
 Low student to teacher ratios
 Substantial one-on-one guidance
 High volume of school to home communications regarding individual student
progress substantiated by observations and review of school communications
and state reports
 Distributed leadership demonstrated that administrative and teacher leaders
shared numerous leadership responsibilities
 Serious emphasis was given to instruction, including monitoring of teachers,
collaborative planning, and curriculum modification resulting in new
instructional programs and practices.
Also identified in the literature was an underperforming school that demonstrated
steady improvement in student achievement based on federal AYP targets and State
accountability measures, raising scores by more than 215 points in five years.
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Instructional factors contributing to the school’s success were found to be based on an
organizational structure that emphasized clear standards and high expectations, emphasis
on effective teaching, support systems responsive to needs of students, and building
connections between students and school (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). This
finding provided context for the other findings dealing with school organizational
structures (Green, 2010). Emphasis on standards and expectations that were monitored
through multiple measures were key components of instructional focus (Green, 2010). In
all three cases, direct focus on instruction, standards, and expectations across the school
was found to begin with leaders who set the tone and the structure, and shared it with
others across the organization, from students to parents, teachers, and support personnel
(Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009).
Within the school community, relationships can enhance or hinder organizational
goal attainment (Green, 2010). Some of the key internal relationships are
principal/teacher, teacher/teacher, and teacher/student (Green, 2010). The external
relationships consist of relationships with district administration, state department
personnel, and the larger community (Green, 2009). Similarly seen in the work of Duke
and Jacobson (2011), the principal cultivated constructive relationships with staff, feeder
schools, parents, community and students to implement the change needed to turn the
school around. Because the organizational structure of a school is the basis of effective
communication and interactions among the individuals of the school, a low performing
school must be structured to facilitate success and to develop positive relationships with
all stakeholders, as this is critical to the turn around process (Green, 2010).
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Professional Development
Professional development is based on the analyses of achievement and
instructional effectiveness. To maintain a quality staff, a process must be in place to
ensure that teachers and support staff have the skills needed to transform low performing
schools (Green, 2010). A quality staff is up to date on art and science of teaching and
learning (Green, 2010). Therefore, professional development is embedded in the
teaching and learning process in transformed schools (Herman, 2008). There is a
deliberate and purposeful strategy to skill development for teachers (Bell, 2001). In order
to support and sustain school improvement efforts, teachers and support staff receive
training on a continual basis and that training encompasses facilitated learning
opportunities, ranging from formal coursework to conferences and informal learning
opportunities situated in practice (Green, McNeal, & Cypress, 2009). Dimension 2
encouraged the use of a C.O.R.E .: A Collaborative Supervisory Process, to facilitate
collaboration among stakeholders (Green, 2010). This model was created to address the
process for building relationships and a community of collaboration to drive school
improvement. The C.O.R.E. model components address collaborative dialogue,
classroom observation, relationships, and evaluative feedback (Green, 2010). A major
component related to professional development is the evaluative feedback necessary for
teachers to address teaching and learning gaps. This relationship affords the opportunity
for teachers to acquire strategies for classroom instruction and school transformation
(Green, 2010).
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Collaboration
To transform a school or school district, leaders must examine core ideas,
concepts, and have a mental picture of what the organization is to become (Green, 2010).
It is impossible to imagine school improvement without a substantial amount of
collaboration involving teachers and other staff members (Duke D. , 2006). However,
the fact remains that many low-performing schools are also characterized by the lack of
teamwork and cooperation (Bass, 2006). Case studies of school turnarounds often note
that principals reassign or remove some teachers to change the dynamics of the grade
level (Cooper, 2005). In 11HP2 schools, collegiality, collaboration, inclusion and a
sense of community were an integral part of how the schools conducted business
(Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). Staff is trusted with responsibility to help
accomplish the school's academic and nonacademic goals. They make instructional
decisions such as the selection of' curriculum materials, identification of benchmark tools
and the selection of effective interventions to meet students' needs (Cooper, 2005).
An example of a strategy used in high poverty, high performing schools is found
in the spirit of collaboration (Chenoweth, Leaving Nothing to Chance, 2010). Several
principals reported that once positive relationships are developed, the professional staff is
open to professional growth suggestions and they welcome support from peers under the
assumption that it takes everyone to improve student achievement (Chenoweth, Leaving
Nothing to Chance, 2010). Specifically, Texas’ principal devoted an entire first year to
building a professional learning community where veteran and new teachers collaborated
on development plans to improve the organizational structures (Duke & Jacobson, 2011).
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The school leaders must take the lead role in developing the relationship between all
constituents if the school is expected to be transformed into a high performing school
(Green, 2010).
As mentioned, Dimension 2 encouraged the use of a Collaborative Supervisory
Model, to facilitate collaboration among stakeholders (Green, 2010). This model was
created to address the process for building relationships and a community of
collaboration to drive school improvement. When collaboration exists, a professional
learning community emerges; such an organization yields effective decisions, cohesive
relationships and universal respect (Green, 2010). Therefore, the practice of collaboration
in a low performing school is required in the transformational process.
Curriculum
One of the most significant factors in school improvement that affects student
learning is a viable curriculum (Schmoker M. J., 2011). Curriculum in the 21st century
must respond to more demand than ever to include new state and federal standards
(National Middle School Association, 2003). A practical curriculum must cultivate the
character and skills of study and provide learning experiences that integrate all learning
disciplines (National Middle School Association, 2003). Rigorous curriculums that meet
the needs of students must be based on criteria of high quality instruction (Schmoker,
2011). Instruction that provides direction for what students should know and be able to
do to help them achieve a productive life and skills that go far beyond standardized test
scores (National Middle School Association, 2003). A content-rich curriculum can refine
student learning across the socioeconomic stratum (Schmoker M. J., 2011) because it
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requires content that is relevant, challenging, integrative and exploratory (National
Middle School Association, 2003). It should be considered priority for every team
meeting, professional development, and monitoring report within a school seeking
transformation (Schmoker M. J., 2011). No other phase in school improvement is as
important as creating a developmentally responsive curriculum (National Middle School
Association, 2003), for all students; especially for African American and Latino students
in high poverty schools (Ascher & Maguire, 2011).
In the past, the curriculum was designed with little or no attention to academic
standards (King & Lopez, 2008). For example, the curriculum a student learns in the
same course at the same school varies from teacher to teacher (Schmoker M. J., 2011).
Unfortunately, studies confirmed that these conditions occur in the majority of
classrooms across the country (Schmoker M. J., 2011). Moreover, in many classrooms,
instruction was not aligned to the academic standards, but focused around thematic
instruction or what the teacher felt the students needed to know; without the
accountability of students’ proficiency in core academic areas (King & Lopez, 2008). In
addition, excessive money is spent for educators to attend conferences, workshops, and
book studies, adopt programs and initiatives and other trendy approaches, while denying
the implementation of a coherent curriculum as a first intervention approach (Schmoker
M. J., 2011). In other words, Schmoker (2011) warns educators to implement a common
curriculum that covers an adequate amount of core content via effective lesson before
adopting another initiative.
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Schools that have made effective turnarounds efforts created organizational structures
to monitor the implementation of the curriculum. For example, at Reagan High School,
the principal eliminated previous reforms that were not related to curriculum pacing and
alignment, and replaced them with academic subjects that were exposed to content-based
language skills (Duke & Jacobson, 2011). Another example is the practice of developing
common assessments that align to the curriculum standards to ensure student learning is
focused on the expected outcomes (Cianca & Lampe, 2010). Conversely, in New York,
school administrators visit classrooms regularly, examined data to understand where
classroom instruction fell short relative to the curriculum (Ascher & Maguire, 2011).
Furthermore, to improve schools from low performing into high performing, the work in
the classroom must shift to curriculum alignment by comparing the lesson to the current
standards (King & Lopez, 2008).
Conclusion
The literature concurs with the findings of reforms of the past. The theorists
identified core concepts that can turn around low performing schools if implemented.
Also there is an overabundance of literature that outlines the proven practices used by
schools across the country. Although, the terms may vary, the concepts remain
consistent. The proven practices that have withstood the test of time are: leadership,
collaboration, professional development, school organization, data analysis, rigorous
curriculum, and student intervention (Green, 2010). Inasmuch, this study has
investigated the utilization of the following practices in high performing schools:
1. Leadership
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2. Collaboration
3. Professional development
4. School organization
5. Data analysis
6. Student invention
7. Rigorous Curriculum
The justification for the identified practices was to determine if school leaders,
who have transformed low performing schools or maintained high performing schools
over time, use these practices, and how the behavior of teachers and the perceptions of
students are influenced. Also this study measured to what extent, if any, the practices
were used by school leaders who were conferred as National Blue Ribbon Award
recipients and to what extent the practices align with the leadership theoretical concepts.
In closing, Ron Edmonds (1982) of Harvard summed up the education reforms efforts in
his speech, “Some Schools Work and More Can” in 1978. He said, “We can whenever,
and wherever we choose, successfully teach all children whose schooling is of interest to
us. We already know more than we need, in order to do this. Whether we do it must
finally depend on how we feel about the fact that we haven’t so far.”
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Chapter 3
Research Methodology
Chapter three describes the methodology that was used to conduct the study
regarding leadership practices used to transform low performing schools. The purpose of
this study was to analyze the relationship between leadership practices identified in the
literature as effective and the use of those practices by school leaders named as a
National Blue Ribbon School of Excellence between the years of 2007- 2010 by the
United States Department of Education. First, this chapter reiterates the rationale for this
work and restates the research questions addressed in the study. Then, this chapter
describes the quantitative design of this study and provides a summary of research
methodology.
For over 30 years, there has been a call to end academically deficient schools.
The U.S. Department of Education has identified approximately 5,000 schools in the
chronically underperforming category, approximately 5% of the schools in the nation
(Elemenary and Secondary Education, 2010). Over half of such schools are in big cities
(Education U. D., 2002) and with the constant changes in education reform movements,
the number continues to grow. Therefore, the rationale for this study is to use the
findings from the literature to develop a practical framework that includes proven
practices to enhance academic achievement in low performing schools.
For the purpose of this study, the following research questions will be addressed:
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1. To what extent, if any, do principals, conferred the National Blue Ribbon Award,
use reform strategies found in the literature to turn around high poverty, low
performing schools?
2. What is the relationship between the use of these reform strategies and such
school characteristics as grade levels served, location within the US, urban, city,
school size, schools’ socio-economic status (SES), and ethnic composition of the
school?
3. How does the use of the reform strategies alter teachers’ instructional and
institutional behaviors?
4. How does the use of the strategies, impact students’ perception about self and
others.
Methodology
According to (Glatthorn, 2005), a quantitative approach holds that there is an
objective certainty that can be expressed numerically. Such perspectives are usually
articulated via correlative attributes; thereby a quantitative approach is utilized in this
study. This non-experimental study has no direct influence on the practices used by the
subjects because the subjects have already been awarded the National Blue Ribbon
Award of Excellence. However, to further understand the research method that is used, a
brief description of the non-experimental approaches of the quantitative approach is
explained.
There are four categories outlined as non-experimental research (McMillian,
2008). (1) Descriptive – describes information about the frequency, or to describe a
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phenomenon. (2) Comparative - examines the differences between groups. (3)
Correlation – investigates the relationship among two or more variables through the use
of correlation coefficients. (4) Casual-comparative – examines whether a naturally
occurring intervention affects an outcome. Moreover, Glatthorn (2005) described a fifth
category of non-experimental research approach. This approach is referred to as the
evaluation research approach that makes judgments about the merit of educational
programs, products, and organizations. This explanation of non-experimental approaches
helped to frame the methodology for this study. This study contains characteristics of
descriptive, comparative and correlation in the data collection.
The data was collected by the use of a paper copy of a survey questionnaire that
was mailed to 304 participants via U.S. postal service. In addition to the survey, there
was a self-addressed envelope and a one dollar bill incentive gift included.
The researcher submitted one major question, and three subordinate questions to
be answered by this study. In order to address the questions, this work used a
quantitative methodology that enabled the researcher to analyze the relationship between
the strategies used by the school leader, and perceptions of teachers and students, as well
as demographics of the school on the school’s transformational process. Then, the results
were entered into software program to conduct the analysis.
Moreover, the researcher determined that a non-experimental study, using the Chi
Square Test of Independence approach and an evaluation methodology design was
appropriate to analyze the data for this study. The variables used in this study are:
leadership strategies, school demographics (grade configuration, locale, enrollment size,
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and economic status), teachers’ behaviors and perceptions, and students’ perceptions.
The limitation anticipated by the researcher was the response rate for returned surveys.
Population and Sample
The target population for this study was school principals who facilitated the
improvement efforts necessary to achieve the National Blue Ribbon School of Excellence
Award in various states. The samples were selected based on the recognition by U.S.
Department of Education as Blue Ribbon Award between the years of 2007-2010. Each
subject was contacted via U.S. Postal mailing system and electronic mailing. The final
selection of participants was based on the returned agreed responses.
Data Collection Procedures
Based upon approval from the Internal Review Board (IRB) of the University of
Memphis, data was collected via returned questionnaire, and analyzed by conducting a
Chi Square of Independence analysis to determine the significance of the practices used
by principals to reform schools and student achievement results.
Reliability Test
The reliability and content validity of the instrument for this study was tested by
selected principals in West Tennessee who have successfully transformed a low
performing school into a high performing school as identified in this study. For the
purpose of content validity, participants were asked to measure content appropriateness
and clarity for each item on the survey represented in each section of the instrument.
Principals were also asked to determine the following questions about the instrument:
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Do the survey questions address the key components of the leadership practices
used to transformed schools and how the practices influence organizational
change?
Are the questions formatted appropriately, coherent and easily understood?
Can the answers to the survey questions be used to assess the extent to which
principals used leadership strategies to reform low performing schools?
How long does it take to complete the survey?
Are the directions clear?
In order to determine the reliability of the instrument, the researcher looked for
consistency among the selected principals responses to the questions listed above. Also,
the researcher examined the degree to which different raters gave consistent answers to
the content validity test questions.
Survey Instrument
The instrument used to gather the data was a 35 item survey developed with
questions from a survey created and validated by Leithwood and Strauss (Leithwood &
Strauss, 2009), about leadership strategies. The portion of the instrument developed by
Leithwood and Strauss was used because it combined both qualitative and quantitative
approaches to collect results. In addition, questions from a questionnaire validated as
The Nurturing School Inventory (Green, 2000), regarding teachers’ and students’
perceptions, and demographic information was used. The survey instrument was divided
into four major questioning categories: Part 1 - School Turnaround Strategies, Part 2 -

58

Changes in the beliefs and practices of the teachers, Part 3 – Changes in student’s
perceptions of self and others, and Part 4 – School and personal demographics.
The researcher submitted one major question, and three subordinate questions to
be answered by this study. Through the quantitative methodology, the researcher
analyzed the relationship between the strategies used by the school leader, changes in the
beliefs and practices of teachers and changes in students’ perceptions of self and others,
as well as demographics of the school and personal demographics.
The limitation anticipated by the researcher was the response rate for returned
surveys.
Data Analysis
The data in this study was collected using a Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) software for interpretative results. The data analysis was based on the
research questions and research design of this work.
The independent variable was leadership strategies practiced school leaders. The
data extracted from the survey was analyzed to identify the extent to which the practices
are used in National Blue Ribbon schools and confirm the Four Dimensions of
Leadership theory. The findings were used to develop an instrument that can be used in
other studies. Also, an evaluation analysis was conducted to provide a test of the
theoretical approach to school transformation. The results of analysis procedures was
interpreted and evaluated for implications, conclusions and recommendations.
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Summary
Overall, this chapter provided a description of the research design and the
rationale for selecting the research strategy used in the study. This chapter also examined
the data collection procedures and method of analysis that were used to gather and
interpret the information studied. The population for this study consisted of a
representative sample of 304 school principals who have been awarded the National Blue
Ribbon School of Excellence by the United States, Department of Education. The survey
return rate was 57% equating to 172 willing participants. The data collected from the
survey were compiled and analyzed using a software program, and the results were
categorized to answer the research questions. The next chapter presents the results
obtained.
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Chapter 4
Results of Data and Data Analysis
Chapter four of this quantitative study presents the results of the data analysis
gathered from the examination of approaches used in high poverty schools to successfully
meet the academic needs of underachieving students. This chapter is formatted to
provide an overview of the study, a brief description of the instrument used to collect the
data, and the results of the data analysis in the form of written comments, tables and
graphs. The results are organized in terms of the four research questions posed in
Chapter 1. The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. To what extent, if any, do principals, conferred as National Blue Ribbon Award
recipients, use reform strategies found in the literature to turn around high
poverty, low performing schools?
2. How does the use of the reform strategies alter teachers’ instructional and
institutional behaviors?
3. How does the use of the reform strategies impact students’ perception about self,
and others?
4. What is the relationship between the use of these reform strategies and such
school characteristics as grade levels served, location within the US, urban, city,
school size, school SES, and ethnic composition of the school?
The results presented in this study were collected from a population of 304 school
principals who facilitated the improvement efforts necessary to achieve the National Blue
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Ribbon School of Excellence Award from various states. The population sample was
selected based on the recognition by U.S. Department of Education as Blue Ribbon
Award between the years of 2007-2010. A total of 172 participants responded to the
questionnaire for a return rate of 57%. Participants responded to a 35- item survey
instrument created with questions from a survey developed and validated by Leithwood
and Strauss (Leithwood & Strauss, Turnaround Schools and the Leadership They
Require, 2009), about leadership strategies. Other questions were used from a
questionnaire validated as The Nurturing School Inventory (Green, 2000), regarding
teachers’ and students’ perceptions, and demographic information about each participant.
Demographic Data
The next sections organized the data results by demographic descriptors and the
research questions respectably.
Table 2 provided a frequency distribution of demographic information about the
respondents based on their institutional characteristics such as: grade level configuration,
U.S. region, locale, school size (student population), percentage of students on free and
reduced lunch, and percentage of minority students. Of the 172 respondents, the highest
respondent rate was that of elementary school leaders. Geographical returns rated higher
from the Southern region of the country. The small town category had the highest return
rate at 41%, while urban had 39% return rate. Schools with the highest return rate tended
to be schools with 600 students or more. Over 60% of the respondents worked in
schools where the social economic status (SES), or percent of free/reduced lunch, was
50% or greater, with students demographics varying from fewer than 25% minority to
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over 75% minority. However, of the data sample, 46% of the respondents worked in
school where fewer than 25% of the students were minorities. One percent of the
respondents did not indicate the region or the school size.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to the Characteristics of Sampled Respondents’ Schools
Institutional Characteristic

f

%

Grade Levels
Elementary School
Middle School/Junior High School
Grades 7 - 12/Senior High School
Other Configurations (K -8, K -12, etc.)

59
44
35
35

34.1
25.4
20.2
20.2

U.S. Region
Northeast (New England, Middle Atlantic States)
Midwest (East and West North Central States)
South (South Atlantic, East /West South Central States)
West (Mountain, Pacific States)
Region not provided

24
47
77
23
2

13.9
27.2
44.5
13.3
1.2

Locale
Urban
Suburban
Small Town/Rural

68
35
70

39.3
20.2
40.5

School Size
399 or fewer students
400 - 599 students
600 or more students
Size not provided

55
51
66
1

31.8
29.5
38.2
0.6

Percent Free/Reduced Lunch
29% or fewer
30% to 49%
50% to 79%
80% or greater

39
27
53
54

22.5
15.6
30.6
31.2

Percent Ethnic Minority
25% or fewer
26% to 50%
51% to 75%
More than 75%

79
19
15
60

45.7
11.0
8.7
34.7
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Table 3 displays a frequency distribution of the personal characteristics for the
sampled respondents. This table reports the respondent’s position at the school, years
experience as an educator, years experience at current school, highest level of education,
ethnicity, age, and gender. For example, 94% of the respondents were building principals
rather than other school personnel. Although, the leaders’ years of service varied, about
90% had experience as an educator for more than 11 years, and 70% of the respondents
has been at the school for at least 6 years. Ninety-seven percent of the respondents has
earned a Master’s Degree or beyond, and 64% of the respondents marked white, as their
primary ethnic make-up. Eighty-six percent of the respondents’ ages ranged from 40-59,
with a relatively even distribution between genders.
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Table 3
Descriptive Statistics Pertinent to the Personal Characteristics of Sampled Respondents
Personal Characteristics
Position at the School
Principal
Other Respondents
Experience as an Educator
10 years or less
11 - 15 years
16 - 20 years
More than 20 years
Not Provided
Experience at this School
Five years or less
6 - 10 years
Eleven years or more
Highest Level of Education
Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Degree beyond Master's
Ethnicity
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Multi-Racial
White
Others
Age
39 years or younger
40 - 49 years
50 - 59 years
60 years or older
Gender
Male
Female
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f

%

163
10

94.2
5.8

21
40
46
65
1

12.1
23.1
26.6
37.6
0.6

48
74
51

27.7
42.8
29.5

4
112
57

2.3
64.7
32.9

49
5
7
110
2

28.3
2.9
4.0
63.6
1.2

33
73
41
26

19.1
42.2
23.7
15.0

79
94

45.7
54.3

Analysis of Data for Research Questions
Research Question 1. To what extent, if any, do principals, conferred as National
Blue Ribbon Award recipients, use reform strategies found in the literature to turn around
high poverty, low performing schools?
To answer the first research question, participants were asked to respond to Part 1 of
the questionnaire, which asked them to reply to 10 items indicating the effort invested in
the practices to improve their school. Respondents were asked to indicate whether the
strategy was used greatest amount, a great deal, quite a lot, moderate amount, a little, or
very little. With the range of means was 1.0 to 5.0, a mean of 3.0 or above was identified
as a significant strategy. The responses of the participants to each of the questions and
the statistical analysis of those responses appear in Tables 4, 5, and Figure 2.
First, Table 4 displays the means and standard deviations observed for the strategies
used to transform schools. The analysis indicates that all ten strategies (safety,
collaboration, attendance, discipline, involvement, resources, monitoring, alignment,
professional development for faculty, and professional development for administrators)
were use to a significant extent, in that all responses ranked above the mean score of 3.
The most notable strategy observed is “monitoring students’ learning” because it ranked
5.0 yielding the highest mean score. The strategy with the lowest mean is professional
development for administrators.
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Table 4
Means and Standard Deviations Observed for the Ten Items Concerning Restructuring
Strategies (N = 169)
M

SD

01. Making the school a safer place emotionally and physically.

4.46

1.20

02. Adjusting the school schedule to allow more time for teacher
collaboration.

4.23

1.30

03. Creating policies and practices to improve student attendance.

3.95

1.33

04. Changing policies and procedures so teachers spend less time
on student discipline.

4.02

1.37

05. Increasing parental involvement in the school and in their
children’s learning.

4.15

1.12

06. Increasing resources (e.g., staff, subject experts, instructional
materials).

4.30

1.33

07. Monitoring students’ learning more closely and using results to
plan individual instruction.

5.00

1.05

08. Aligning instruction in the school with state/district
accountability tests.

4.52

1.24

09. Increasing the quality and focus of professional development
for teachers.

4.67

1.04

10. Increasing the quality and focus of professional development
for administrators.

3.91

1.36

Item
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Table 5 presents a summary of multiple dependent comparisons of the means as
observed by the respondents. This multivariate test statistic is used to compare one
strategy to each of the 10 strategies to determine the level of significance. The symbols
(↑, ↓, or −) serve as a quick view to identify the respective contrasts if the item is
statistically significant to the degree that is higher (↑), lower (↓), or no difference (−).
Hence, according to table 4, there are significant differences in the use of monitoring
students’ learning closely and using the results of that monitoring to plan individualized
instruction, and providing quality and focused professional development for the teachers.
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Table 5
Summary of the Multiple Dependent Comparisons of the Means Observed for the Ten
Strategy Items (N = 169)

Item

1. Safety
2. Collaboration
3. Attendance

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

−

↑

↑

−

−

↓

−

−

↑

−

−

−

−

↓

−

↓

−

−

−

−

↓

↓

↓

−

−

−

↓

↓

↓

−

−

↓

↓

↓

−

↓

−

↓

−

↑

−

↑

−

↑

4. Discipline
5. Involvement
6. Resources
7. Monitoring
8. Alignment

↑

9. PD Faculty
10. PD Admin

Note. The multivariate test statistic was highly statistically significant ( = 0.55,
F(9, 160) = 14.57, p < .001, p2 = 0.45 ). With respect to follow-up contrasts, the
(↑) symbol indicates that the mean is significantly different and higher; the (↓)
symbol indicates that the mean is significantly different and lower; the (−) symbol
indicates that the means are not significantly different.
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Another representation of the frequency distribution was displayed in Figure 2. The
bar chart represented the graphed means results of the 10 strategies observed. Again, the
respondents selected the extent to which each strategy was used to influence their turnaround efforts. As indicated, all 10 items were above the mean score of 3. However,
monitoring students’ learning was observed more frequently and well above the mean,
followed by quality professional development for the teaching staff. Although the
respondents observed that quality and focused professional development for
administrators was significant, it was the least significant.
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Research Question 2. To answer research question 2, how does the use of the
reform strategies alter teachers’ instructional and institutional behaviors, responses were
solicited from Part 2 of the questionnaire. Respondents were asked to reply to eleven
items: 1) beliefs, 2) instructional strategies, 3) collaboration, 4) analysis, 5) professional
development, 6) environment, 7) ask for help, 8) share responsibility, 9) interpret data,
10) high expectations for students, and 11) high expectations for self indicating the
observed changes in teachers’ beliefs and practices as they related to the turnaround
efforts. Respondents were asked to use the following rating scale to indicate the extent to
which the changes were used (6) very great extent, (5) great extent, (4) moderate amount,
(3) slight extent, (2)very slight extent, or (1) no change seen. With the range of means
was 1.0 to 5.0, a mean of 3.0 or above was identified as a significant strategy. The
responses of the participants to each of the questions and the statistical analysis of those
responses appear in Tables 6, 7, and Figure 3.
The data analysis in Table 5 revealed that there were no significant differences in
teachers’ belief that all students can learn or that their instructional strategies were
improved. However, of the eleven items questioned, four items had higher than mean
scores indicating that they were observed more frequently. The data revealed that the
respondents observed that the teachers were more involved in analyzing their students’
individual progress, setting higher expectations for students, spending more time
interpreting individual student test results, and setting higher expectations for themselves.
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Figure 2. Bar chart of Means Observed for the 10 Items Concerning Restructuring
Strategies
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Table 6
Means and Standard Deviations Observed for the Eleven Items Concerning the Effects of
Restructuring on Teachers (N = 170)

Item

M

SD

01. Teachers’ belief that all children can learn has increased.

4.39

0.96

02. Teachers’ repertoire of instructional strategies has expanded
and improved.

4.77

0.90

03. Teachers are collaborating more often with their colleagues
about instructional matters.

4.78

1.10

04. Teachers are more involved in analyzing their students’
individual progress.

4.98

0.99

05. Teachers are more often involved in meaningful professional
development

4.65

1.03

06. Teachers are more conscious of their contributions to a safe
and healthy school environment.

4.18

1.13

07. Teachers find it easier to ask for help with curriculum and
instructional challenges.

4.45

1.03

08. Teachers are sharing responsibility for all students in the
school.

4.56

0.98

09. Teachers are spending more time interpreting individual
student test results.

4.82

0.93

10. Teachers are setting higher expectations for their students.

4.93

0.86

11. Teachers are setting higher expectations for themselves.

4.81

0.86
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Table 7 presents a summary of the multiple dependent comparisons of the means
observed by the school leader respondents. This multivariate test statistic is used to
compare one observed teacher behavior to each of the 11 behaviors to determine the level
of significance. The symbols (↑, ↓, or −) serve as a quick view to identify the respective
contrasts if the item is statistically significant to the degree that is higher (↑), lower (↓), or
no difference (−). Hence, according to table 6, there are significant differences in the
changes in the teachers’ beliefs and practices observed by the respondents when the
leadership strategies were used. The effects most noticed are that teachers were
conscious of their contributions to a safe and healthy school environment, and that
teachers were collaborating more with colleagues about instructional matters.
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Table 7
Summary of the Multiple Dependent Comparisons of the Means Observed for the Eleven
Items Concerning the Effects of Restructuring on Teachers (N = 170)

Item

1. Belief
2. Strategies
3. Collaboration

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

↓

↓

↓

−

−

−

−

↓

↓

↓

−

−

−

↑

↑

−

−

−

−

−

−

↑

↑

−

−

−

−

−

↑

↑

↑

−

−

−

↑

−

−

−

−

−

−

↓

↓

↓

↓

−

↓

↓

↓

−

↓

−

−

−

4. Analysis
5. Prof Dev
6. Environment
7. Ask Help
8. Responsibility
9. Interpret

−

10. Expect Students
11. Expect Self

Note. The multivariate test statistic was highly statistically significant ( = 0.55,
F(10, 160) = 12.94, p < .001, p2 = 0.45 ). With respect to follow-up contrasts, the
(↑) symbol indicates that the mean is significantly different and higher; the (↓)
symbol indicates that the mean is significantly different and lower; the (−) symbol
indicates that the means are not significantly different.
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Another representation of the frequency distribution is Figure 3. The graph
represents the graphed means results of the 11 teacher behaviors observed. Again, the
respondents selected the extent to which each strategy was used to influence their turnaround efforts.
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Figure 3. Bar chart of Means Observed for the Eleven Items Concerning Restructuring
Effects on Teachers
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Expect
Self

Research Question 3. To answer research question 3, how does the use of the
reform strategies impact students’ perception about self, and others, responses were
collected from Part 3 of the questionnaire. Respondents were asked to reply to eleven
items (safety, listening, acceptance, caring, choices, self-worth, own problems, feelings
others, feelings self, competence, own choice) indicating the observed changes in
students’ perceptions of self and others as they related to the turnaround efforts.
Respondents were asked to indicate whether the changes were used to a very great extent,
great extent, moderate amount, slight extent, very slight extent, or no change seen. The
range of means was from 1.0 to 5.0, a mean of 3.0 or above was identified as a significant
observed impact to the student’s perception. The responses of the participants to each of
the questions and the statistical analysis of those responses appear in Tables 7, 8, and
Figure 3.
The data analysis in Table 8 revealed that there were no significant differences in the
students’ perceptions of self and others. Of the eleven items questioned, two items had
higher mean scores indicating that they were observed more frequently. The data
displayed that the respondents observed that students believe they are more competent
and capable of learning and students are willing to take ownership of their choices more
frequently than the other items. On the other hand, the less observed item was students’
feelings about safety at the school.
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Table 8
Means and Standard Deviations Observed for the Eleven Items Concerning the Effects of
Restructuring on Students (N = 172)

Item

M

SD

01. Students feeling a stronger sense of safety at the school.

4.05

1.32

02. Students believing more strongly that their teachers listen to
their concerns.

4.13

1.08

03. Students believing more strongly they are accepted as a part of
the school.

4.34

1.16

04. Students developing a more caring feeling for other students.

4.36

1.03

05. Students being encouraged to make choices about their
education.

4.28

1.00

06. Students more often demonstrating a sense of self-worth.

4.30

1.02

07. Students being more willing to take ownership of their
problems.

4.33

1.05

08. Students being more aware of their feelings.

4.08

1.11

09. Students being more aware of the feelings of others.

4.13

0.95

10. Students believing more strongly they are competent and
capable of learning the subjects taught to them.

4.56

1.04

11. Students being more willing to take ownership of the choices
they make.

4.43

0.99
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This multivariate test statistic was used to compare one observed effect of
leadership practices on students’ perceptions to each of the 11 behaviors to determine the
level of significance they were impacted. The symbols (↑, ↓, or −) serve as a quick view
to identify the respective contrasts if the item is statistically significant to the degree that
is higher (↑), lower (↓), or no difference (−). Hence, according to table 8, there were
significant differences in the changes in the students’ perceptions observed by the
respondents when the leadership strategies were used. The effects most noticed by the
respondents were that students felt more competent in their ability to learn, and students
felt more responsible for their individual academic choices.
Figure 3 is another representation of the frequency distribution of the means for
the observed effects of the leadership strategies on students. Figure 3 represents the
graphed means results of the eleven students’ perception about self and others observed.
Again, the respondents selected the extent to which each strategy was used to influence
their turn-around efforts.
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Table 9
Summary of the Multiple Dependent Comparisons of the Means Observed for the Eleven
Items Concerning the Effects of Restructuring on Students (N = 172)

Item

1. Safety
2. Listening
3. Acceptance

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

−

↓

−

−

−

−

−

−

↓

↓

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

↓

↓

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

↑

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

↓

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

−

↓

↓

↓

↓

4. Caring
5. Choices
6. Self-Worth
7. Own Problems
8. Feelings Others
9. Feelings Self

−

10. Competence
11. Own Choices

Note. The multivariate test statistic was highly statistically significant ( = 0.74, F
(10, 162) = 12.94, p < .001, p2 = 0.26 ). With respect to follow-up contrasts, the (↑)
symbol indicates that the mean is significantly different and higher; the (↓) symbol
indicates that the mean is significantly different and lower; the (−) symbol indicates
that the means are not significantly different.
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Figure 3. Bar chart of Means Observed for the 11 Items Concerning Restructuring
Effects on Students
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Research Question 4. To answer research question 4, what is the relationship
between the use of these reform strategies and such school characteristics as grade levels
served, location within the U.S., urban, city, school size, school’s social economic status
(SES), and ethnic composition of the school, about the relationship between the use of the
reform strategies and school characteristics such as: grade levels served, location with the
U.S., urbanity, school size, school’s social economic status (SES), and ethnic
composition of the school, a statistical correlation was used. Tables 8-13 reported the
level of significance relative to the demographic information compared.
Table 10 displays the correlations between the leadership strategies used as they
relate to the following institutional characteristics: percentage of minority students
enrolled, school enrollment and percentage of students on free/reduced lunch. In order to
identify the greatest level of significance, all three characteristics are significant as
indicated by (*). In this table, the items with the highest significance are: adjusting
school schedule for collaboration, student discipline, and increasing resources. The item
of least significance is making the school a safer place.
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Table 10
Correlations between Restructuring Strategies Usage and Continuously Measured
Institutional Characteristics
%
Minority
(r)

School
Enrollment
(r)

% Free
Lunch
(r)

01. Making the school a safer place
emotionally and physically.

0.06

0.04

0.02

02. Adjusting the school schedule to
allow more time for teacher
collaboration.

0.20*

0.30***

0.24**

03. Creating policies and practices to
improve student attendance.

0.26**

0.11

0.41***

04. Changing policies and procedures
so teachers spend less time on student
discipline.

0.36***

0.20*

0.40***

0.07

0.14

0.13

0.16*

0.23**

0.15*

07. Monitoring students’ learning more
closely and using results to plan
individual instruction.

-0.01

0.04

0.06

08. Aligning instruction in the school
with state/district accountability tests.

0.10

0.05

0.35***

09. Increasing the quality and focus of
professional development for teachers.

0.09

0.14

0.10

10. Increasing the quality and focus of
professional development for
administrators.

0.13

0.19*

0.18*

Item

05. Increasing parental involvement in
the school and in their children’s
learning.
06.Increasing resources (e.g., staff,
subject experts, instructional
materials).

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 11 considers the characteristics in relationship to the locale as compared to
the strategies used by the leaders. The characteristics of the schools’ locale (urban,
suburban, and rural) are compared to the leadership strategies. The items of significance
in this table were collaboration, attendance, discipline, and alignment. Also the data in
this table displayed that, schools in urban areas consider collaboration, attendance, and
discipline as significant practices, while schools in rural areas responded that attendance
and curriculum alignment were significantly higher and necessary for school
improvement.
Table 12 reports the leadership practices in relationship to the geographical
location in the United States. The characteristics of the schools’ region (Northeast,
Midwest, South, and West) are compared to the leadership strategies. The items of
significance in this table are collaboration, attendance, discipline, and alignment. Also,
the data in this table displays that, schools in the South consider collaboration,
attendance, alignment, and discipline as significant practices over the other regions, while
schools in Midwest areas responded that attendance and collaboration are significant for
school improvement. Schools in the Northeast report attendance and discipline are more
significant.
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Table 11
Means, Standard Deviations, and Analysis of Variance Outcomes across the Ten
Restructuring Strategies for Schools by Locale

Item

Urban
(n = 68)

Suburban
(n = 35)

Rural
(n = 70)

M

M

M

SD

SD

F

Grps

SD

1. Safety

4.51 1.30 4.49 1.15 4.40 1.15

0.16

2. Collaboration

4.54 1.16 3.83 1.38 4.10 1.32

4.16*

1>2

3. Attendance

4.37 1.15 3.06 1.43 4.00 1.22

13.05***

1>2
3>2

4. Discipline

4.58 1.20 3.46 1.34 3.79 1.37

10.71***

1>2
1>3

5. Involvement

4.25 1.08 3.97 1.27 4.14 1.08

0.71

6. Resources

4.51 1.35 4.26 1.15 4.11 1.39

1.59

7. Monitoring

4.96 1.12 4.89 1.05 5.09 0.99

0.49

8. Alignment

4.50 1.26 3.94 1.51 4.76 1.03

5.10**

9. PD Faculty

4.73 1.05 4.60 1.09 4.66 0.99

0.20

10. PD Admin

3.99 1.42 3.66 1.35 3.94 1.28

0.74

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 12
Means, Standard Deviations, and Analysis of Variance Outcomes across the Ten
Restructuring Strategies for Schools by U.S. Region

Item

Northeast
(n = 24)

Midwest
(n = 47)

South
(n = 77)

West
(n = 23)

M

M

M

M

SD

SD

SD

F

Grps

SD

1. Safety

4.54

0.93 4.40 1.33 4.44 1.23 4.52 1.16

0.09

2. Collaboration

4.17

1.05 3.74 1.61 4.61 1.03 3.96 1.33

5.07**

3> 2

3. Attendance

3.50

1.47 3.66 1.32 4.38 1.19 3.70 1.15

5.09**

3>1
3>2

4. Discipline

3.42

1.06 3.85 1.50 4.42 1.32 3.74 1.25

4.52**

3>1

5. Involvement

4.13

1.19 3.83 1.19 4.35 1.10 4.22 0.90

2.16

6. Resources

4.17

1.34 4.13 1.39 4.47 1.28 4.30 1.43

0.74

7. Monitoring

5.13

0.80 5.02 1.09 4.95 1.12 5.00 1.04

0.18

8. Alignment

3.79

1.41 4.53 1.02 4.77 1.17 4.30 1.40

4.27**

9. PD Faculty

4.46

1.25 4.61 1.02 4.82 0.94 4.61 1.12

0.93

10. PD Admin

3.67

1.49 3.64 1.31 4.18 1.30 3.83 1.40

1.99

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

87

3>1

Table 13 reports the leadership practices in relationship to the grade configuration
of the schools. The characteristics of the schools’ make-up (elementary, middle, high,
and other) are compared to the leadership strategies. The items of significance in this
table are collaboration, attendance, discipline, and resources. The data in this table
indicate that in elementary schools, collaboration is more significant. Middle school data
reports attendance and discipline are more significant than the other grade configurations.
The table also reports that in high schools attendance, discipline, and resources are more
frequently observed than schools with other grade configurations.
Overall, this chapter provided the results and a description of the data findings
from this study. This chapter also displayed the data collection and method of analysis
that was used to interpret the information studied. Each response was formulated to
address the data findings and to answer the four research questions that framed this study.

88

Table 13
Means, Standard Deviations, and Analysis of Variance Outcomes across the Ten
Restructuring Strategies for Schools by Structure

Item

Elem
(n = 59)

Middle
(n = 44)

High
(n = 35)

Others
(n = 35)

M

M

M

M

SD

SD

SD

F

SD

1. Safety

4.49 1.24 4.55 1.28 4.54 0.98 4.23 1.26

0.57

2. Collaboration

4.15 1.31 4.36 1.31 4.77 0.94 3.60 1.33

5.39**

3. Attendance

4. Discipline

Grps

4<2
4<3

2>1
2>4
3.61 1.38 4.39 1.24 4.49 0.85 3.44 1.40 7.18***
3>1
3>4
2>1
3.71 1.49 4.52 1.17 4.44 1.02 3.54 1.42 5.93** 2 > 4
3>4

5. Involvement

4.10 1.17 4.14 1.05 4.49 1.07 3.91 1.15

1.62

6. Resources

3.88 1.49 4.57 1.25 4.69 1.11 4.29 1.23

3.67*

7. Monitoring

5.14 1.02 4.93 1.16 4.83 0.98 5.00 1.03

0.695

8. Alignment

4.58 1.35 4.73 1.02 4.37 1.14 4.17 1.44

1.47

9. PD Faculty

4.64 1.09 4.64 1.06 4.83 0.98 4.63 0.97

0.32

10. PD Admin

3.71 1.41 4.02 1.50 4.14 1.09 3.83 1.27

0.91

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Chapter 5
Summary and Discussion
American education has progressed through several education reform movements,
yet an increasing percent of the nation’s youth continue to attend under performing
schools. The urgent need to investigate the approaches used in high poverty schools to
successfully meet the academic needs of underachieving students persists. Therefore, as
discussed in Chapter 2, the purpose of this study was to analyze the relationship between
leadership practices identified in the literature as effective and the use of those practices
by school leaders named as a National Blue Ribbon School of Excellence between the
years of 2007- 2010 by the United States Department of Education. These were leaders
who led schools that were honored by the United States Department of Education for
achieving very high levels of progress or schools that have made significant progress to
close achievement gaps among disadvantaged and minority students.
The study relied on data collected from the use of a 35-item survey developed
with questions from a survey created and validated by Leithwood and Strauss (Leithwood
& Strauss, Turnaround Schools and the Leadership They Require, 2009), and a
questionnaire entitled, The Nurturing School Inventory (Green, 2000). This quantitative
methodology enabled the researcher to analyze the relationship between the strategies
used by the school leader, and the changes in the beliefs and practices of teachers as well
as changes in students’ perceptions of self and others. The survey instrument also
collected data from the demographics of the school and personal demographics of the
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school’s transformational leader. Then the researcher compared the strategies of the
surveyed participants to practices found in the literature.
Discussion of the Finding
There is a consistent thread of evidence in the literature that identifies effective
strategies that can turn around a low performing school in high poverty areas or maintain
high academic standards in high poverty schools, regardless to school demographics.
The literature identifies that there are some major contributing factors to school
effectiveness, and each question asked in the survey was based on one of these seven
concepts found in the literature and supported by the theoretical framework for this study.
Over the last sixty years, researchers have noted that some key practices that influence
school effectiveness are: Leadership, Collaboration, Professional Development, School
Organization, Data Analysis, Student Interventions, and Curriculum Alignment. These
concepts have surfaced during several major educational reform movements such as:
Effective School Movement (1982), Accountability Movement (1991), and Goals 2000
(1997).
According to the data results from the survey, leaders of nationally awarded Blue
Ribbon Schools of Excellence, deemed the major concepts, found in the literature, as
important factors to their schools’ success. The respondents and the literature accede that
leadership is the first contributing factor to a schools’ success. The deliberate practices,
processes and procedures of the leader influenced the level of school transformation as
indicated by the data report.
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School leaders found that of the leadership practices surveyed, monitoring
students’ learning and using the results to plan individualized instruction was the highest
determinate factor of all the practices that led to school transformation as indicated by
Figure 1. Also, as reported by Leithwood and Strauss, 2009, there is a positive
correlation between leadership practices, monitoring student learning and using results to
plan individual methods for improvement.
Closely following monitoring of learning as a determining factor, were the
leadership strategies related to providing differentiated professional development to the
staff and aligning the curriculum to the instructional needs of the students. Although
professional development had a major role in changing the behaviors and attitudes for the
faculty, professional development had less of an impact on the schools’ success when it
was geared toward the school leaders. Surprisingly, student attendance was reported as
having the least effect on school improvement. Possibly, such an observation may be due
to the efforts placed on the other strategies that directly influence students’ interests and
desires to be a part of the school’s environment. For example, as supported in the report
by Leithwood and Strauss (2008), leadership practices that address monitoring students’
progress affect other areas such as attendance, in that students want to come to school.
Therefore, there is no need to put special emphasis on student attendance, once an
environment has committed to strong student performance (Wallace Foundation, 2012).
Moreover, the school leaders believed that there was a noticeable difference in
teachers’ behavior when the principal used the leadership strategies identified as
influential in the school’s transformational process. One, considerable change in the
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practices of teachers was their involvement with analyzing individual students’ data and
setting higher expectations for all their students. Also, based on the data, teachers were
less likely to focus on the school’s climatic environment as a major factor to school
improvement. This finding is supported by the work of King and Lopez (2008), where
they reported that leadership practices usually mandate a shift in teachers’ practices
before teachers’ beliefs change. It was not until teachers see changes in their students’
perceptions, as they break through academic barriers that teachers’ beliefs change about
the student’s capabilities (King & Lopez, 2008).
In addition, the observed effects of school transformational practices of the
leaders, relative to students’ perceptions, revealed minimum discrepancies in the
findings. However, one major indicator observed, related to the leadership practices
used, was that students tend to feel more competent and capable of learning the
curriculum taught when the school leaders demonstrated the practices outlined in the
literature. Perhaps, students feel more competent in their abilities because the teacher
uses data to make instructional decisions that met the needs of students; whereby teachers
are able to identify common areas of struggles and provide insight for individual
improvement as reported by (Boudett & Steele, 2007). Overall, the practices of the
school leader and the observed behaviors of the teachers positively impacted the students’
beliefs about themselves and others.
Comprehensively, the data results indicate that based on the correlations in Tables
9-12, there are some strategies that are more prevalent than others when considering the
demographic characteristics. For example, in schools that have large minority
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percentages, student enrollment over 600, and a high free/reduced lunch status, the
leaders tend to adjust school schedules to allow more time for teacher collaboration;
increase resources such as staff, material, etc; and create systems so that instructional
time was maximized, more so than the other practices. Another positive correlation to
consider was the impact of the practices observed, relative to the locale. Schools located
in urban areas are inclined to believe that collaboration, attendance, and discipline were
more significant when considering school transformation. Conversely, schools located in
suburban areas consider collaboration, attendance, curriculum alignment, and discipline
important; while schools in rural areas put emphasis on attendance, curriculum
alignment, and discipline as essential strategies. Moreover, attendance is viewed as the
greatest importance in urban and rural areas.
Concurrently, practices by regional location in the United States did not vary
much from the aforementioned results. For example, the key strategies that surfaced
from the data across regions were collaboration, attendance, discipline, and curriculum
alignment. With that, the southern region emphasized the listed strategies to a greater
extent than the other regions. However, the Midwest region viewed collaboration and
attendance greater than the northeast and western regions, and the northeast region gave
emphasis to attendance, discipline, and curriculum alignment over the Midwest and
western regions.
Conversely, another important characteristic to consider was the grade
configuration of the school and the extent to which the leadership practices influenced the
transformation process given that characteristic. The data results indicated that regardless
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of the grade configuration; collaboration, attendance, discipline, and resources were the
strategies that consistently facilitated progress. However, middle schools principals rated
collaboration, discipline, and attendance more important than elementary, high schools
and principals of others configurations. High schools leaders referred to attendance and
discipline higher than principals in elementary and the “others” category, as well as an
increased focus on resources at a higher level than that of elementary schools principals.
Discussion of the Results
In the face of the continued search for educational reform initiatives like No Child
Left Behind, Race to the Top, Project Achieve, etc., experts and educators in the field,
have identified, reported and used a group of practices that have proven to be effective
for decades. The proven practices continue to be: (1) Leadership, (2) Professional
Development, (3) Student Intervention, (4) Collaboration, (5) Curriculum Alignment, (6)
Data Analysis, and (7) Collaboration. Despite the consistent reports that outline
significant progress pertaining to the practices used in high poverty, high performing
schools across the country, there is still a search for ways to make low performing
schools better. What proven strategies have remained? Since the early 80’s, previous
studies have offered many recommendations that have conceptualized these seven
practices: leadership, collaboration, professional development, school organization, data
analysis, student interventions, and curriculum alignment as contributing factors to school
transformation in this country. The results from this study illustrate the extent to which
these practices still work today, in schools that have earned a national award for school
transformation or for maintaining high performing schools.
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A close review of the data from this study confirms the implications from Green’s
(2010) theory, The Four Dimensions of Principal Leadership and the effectiveness of the
seven concepts outlined in this study. Frankly, Dimension 1, of the theory, anticipates
that school reform will occur when the leader understands their behavior, beliefs, and
social interactions to the constructs of the school organization. For example, it was
observed by the participating school leaders that their behaviors were the contributing
factors that led to the strong implications about the teachers’ behaviors and students’
perceptions. In other words, the leaders understand their roles and responsibility to
establish the relationships necessary to facilitate change in the school’s organizational
structure. The leaders also felt strongly about their ability to communicate the magnitude
of their practices relative to the school’s transformation.
Dimension 2 of the theory advocates that the school leaders must understand the
complexity of organizational life, which encompasses the structure of the daily
operations, culture and climate of the school, and the interaction of people in day to day
relationships. To that end, the school leaders structure the school day to encourage
collaboration between teachers, student attendance, parental involvement, and structures
for a safe school.
Dimension 3 advocates that in order for school transformation to take place, the
leader must exhibit purposeful efforts to build relationships inside and outside of the
school. For example, Green (2010) theorized that if relationships between
principal/teacher, teacher/teacher, teacher/student, and school/community are nurtured

96

through collaboration, data analysis, and professional development, then school
transformation is inevitable.
Dimension 4 emphasized the importance of engaging in leadership best practices
to transform a low performing school. This dimension strategically illustrates a change
initiative model, decision making strategies, and conflict/resolution practices that are
grounded in research of proven practices such as data analysis, aligning the curriculum,
providing student interventions, increasing resources and shared leadership, all of which,
can transform a low performing school. Green (2010) suggests that each dimension
builds on the other, and leadership effectiveness, necessary for school transformation,
emerges when all four work simultaneously.

This study also confirms that these four

dimensions are not specific to geographical location, grade configuration, or any other
demographic feature, but focus on the process of school improvement rather than only the
accountability product.
Implications for School Transformation
While the analysis of the proven practices in this study may not vary much from
other studies, the results in this study suggests that when transforming low performing
schools, change agents should give consideration to the educational reform initiatives and
the practices outlined. Primarily, the practices of the school leader are a major
contributing factor to transforming a school. The leader must implement reform
strategies that consider innovative ways to monitor learning and plan more individualized
instruction. Also, professional development must be individualized and specific for the
school’s need and individual or collective teachers’ needs, instead of holistic professional
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development. Another consideration is that instruction must align to a rigorous
curriculum if the school leader expects to transform the school. A further consideration
for school transformation includes the use of purposeful data analysis from various
sources when making decisions related to student interventions, collaboration, and
organizational structures within the school. Furthermore, careful consideration related to
leadership selections, Leadership Role Theory, innovative techniques to incorporate the
seven proven practices, and incremental recognition to schools for small successes should
be included in the new reform initiatives. Once the school’s leader executes the listed
practices, teachers and students perceptions will change and the combined changes can
turn around a high poverty, low performing school.
Since conducting this study, and as a recipient of the National Blue Ribbon
School of Excellence Award, this researcher believes that the exposed practices are
effective in transforming low performing schools. In 2004, this researcher was appointed
principal of an elementary school that had been identified as a high priority school for
three consecutive years in a high poverty area. With the faculty intact, a close analysis of
the available and relevant data was used to equip all stake holders in the re-structuring of
the school’s organizational systems to meet the needs of the students. The deliberate
work focused on the curriculum students needed to learn, the professional development
teachers needed to deliver effective instruction, and the establishment of relationships
that facilitated collaboration around academic achievement. Within five years, the school
was transformed from a high priority school in to a nationally recognized Blue Ribbon
School of Excellence for achieving improved academic gains for five consecutive years.
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The practices found in this study were key contributors in transforming the low
performing school, and were also used by the participants in this study.
A secondary effect of the leadership practices is changes in the beliefs and
behaviors of teachers. There is a need to ensure that teachers are more involved in
analyzing students’ progress. They also must attend professional development based on
their individual needs, and understand how to plan lessons that are aligned to a rigorous
curriculum. Much like the changes in teachers’ behaviors, this researcher found that
when these leadership practices are applied, there is an increase in students’ perceptions
of their competence and ability to learn, resulting in students taking ownership for their
choices and their caring about the feelings of others.
In addition, unanticipated findings were also revealed in this study. Given the
respondents, the statistical report indicated that many of the school leaders who have
transformed schools were educators with at least eleven years of experience in education
and were in their forties. Also, there was unintended close resemblance in question
numbers 4 and 9 on Part 2 of the survey instrument. For example, question 4 read:
Teachers are more involved in analyzing students’ individual progress and question 9
read: Teachers spend more time interpreting individual student test results.
Recommendations for Further Research
If low performing schools continue to increase in record numbers, measures
should be taken to implement practices that have proven effective in transformation and
school turnarounds. A list of recommendations for additional research is as follows:
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1. Further research is needed to determine if there is a significant difference in
the educational maturity level of the school leaders who are expected to
transform schools. Insight is needed because the data in the study identified
that the majority of respondents, who made positive changes, had been in
education for more than ten years and was at the school more than six years.
2.

Further research is needed to explore high poverty schools with 50% or more
of the students receiving free or reduced lunch; specifically to determine if the
levels of significance differ among leadership practices, when approximately
49% of the participants lead schools that are not considered high poverty
schools.

3.

Also, further studies can investigate the correlations within each proven
strategy relative to each demographic attribute independently.

4. Additional research is needed to add to the literature on the benefits of
collaboration.
5. Research is also needed to explore leadership practices and the use of the Four
Dimensions of Principal Leadership theory.
6. There is a need to extend the search of the proven and best practices used to
transform schools supported this work.
7. There should be further research to explore approaches to analyzing students’
data and matching it to student’s needs.
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Conclusion
In closing, the best way to re-form the educational structure in the United States is
to learn from its past. There have been tremendous strides throughout the decades that
have proven effective in some of the most impoverished areas. This research has
outlined the practices that continue to surface in the literature and has been tested by
theorists. Therefore to conclude the discussion of what process or practices can be used
to transform high poverty, low performing schools is the reminder of the words of Ron
Edmonds (1978): “We already know more than we need in order to do this. Whether we
do it must finally depend on how we feel about the fact that we haven’t so far.”
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APPENDIX A SCHOOL TURNAROUND QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear School Administrator,
Thanks for your willingness to participate in our study of school transformation
processes. The purposes of this questionnaire are to determine 1) what strategies
principals enact in working to "turnaround" their schools and 2) the impact these enacted
strategies have on teachers and students.
This survey is focused on leadership in schools who have achieved the National
Blue Ribbon of School Excellence Award and who have engaged in significant
improvement initiatives. The responses to this survey will help provide resources for
other educators with the same goals. We sincerely appreciate your contribution to our
understanding of your experiences in the last few years.
The questionnaire consists of four parts. Part I includes ten (10) items about
turnaround strategies. Part II includes eleven (11) items that concern changes in teacher
belief and practices. Part III includes eleven (11) items that concern changes in student
perceptions of self and others. The final part of the questionnaire asks for demographic
information about you and your school.
Please note: By completing and returning the questionnaire, you are granting
permission for us to us your responses in aggregate form with those of
teachers/administrators in other schools as part of a summary report on leadership in
transformed schools. No district, school, or individual will be identified in any
publications or presentations based on the data from this questionnaire. The entire
questionnaire should require no more than ten minutes to complete.
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PART 1. Recent research has identifed ten major strategies for turning around low-performing
schools. In working to improve your school's performance, how much effort have you and your staff
invested in each of the ten strategies following?
For each item, circle the response that best represents your level of effort where
1= Very Little , 2 = Little 3 = Moderate 4 = Quite A Lot, 5 = A Great Deal, 6 = Greatest Amount.
.

Very
Little

A
Little

Moderate
Amount

Quite
A Lot

01. Making the school a safer place
emotionally and physically.
02. Adjusting the school schedule to
allow more time for teacher
collaboration.
03. Creating policies and practices to
improve student attendance.
04. Changing policies and procedures
so teachers spend less time on student
discipline.
05. Increasing parental involvement in
the school and in their children’s
learning.
06.Increasing resources (e.g., staff,
subject experts, instructional
materials).
07. Monitoring students’ learning more
closely and using results to plan
individual instruction.

j

k

l

m

n

o
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08. Aligning instruction in the school
with state/district accountability tests.

j

k

l

m

n

o

09. Increasing the quality and focus of
professional development for teachers.

j

k
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o

10. Increasing the quality and focus of
professional development for
administrators.

j

k

l

m
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o

ITEM
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A Great Greatest
Deal Amount

PART 2: Researchers have identified various changes in teacher beliefs and practices as
turnaround efforts have proceeded. In working to improve your school's performance, to what
extent have you seen the following changes in your teachers?
For each item, circle the response that best represents the extent of the change observed
1= No Change Seen , 2 = Very Slight , 3 = Slight, 4 = Moderate, 5 = Great, 6 = Very Great
Extent

ITEM
01. Teachers’ belief that all children
can learn has increased.
02. Teachers’ repertoire of
instructional strategies has expanded
and improved.
03. Teachers are collaborating more
often with their colleagues about
instructional matters.
04. Teachers are more involved in
analyzing their students’ individual
progress.
05. Teachers are more often involved
in meaningful professional
development
06. Teachers are more conscious of
their contributions to a safe and
healthy school environment.
07. Teachers find it easier to ask for
help with curriculum and instructional
challenges.
08. Teachers are sharing
responsibility for all students in the
school.
09. Teachers are spending more time
interpreting individual student test
results.
10. Teachers are setting higher
expectations for their students.
11. Teachers are setting higher
expectations for themselves.

No
Change
Seen

Very
Slight
Extent

Slight
Extent

Great
Extent

Very
Great
Extent
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Moderate
Extent

PART 3: Researchers have identified various changes in student perceptions of self and others
as turnaround efforts have proceeded. In working to improve your school's performance, to
what extent have you seen the following changes in your students?
For each item, circle the response that best represents the extent of the change observed
1= No Change Seen , 2 = Very Slight , 3 = Slight, 4 = Moderate, 5 = Great, 6 = Very Great
Extent

ITEM
01. Students feeling a stronger sense
of safety at the school.
02. Students believing more strongly
that their teachers listen to their
concerns.
03. Students believing more strongly
they are accepted as a part of the
school.
04. Students developing a more
caring feeling for other students.
05. Students feeling more encouraged
to make choices about their
education.
06. Students more often
demonstrating a sense of self-worth.
07. Students being more willing to
take ownership of their problems.
08. Students being more aware of
their feelings.
09. Students being more aware of the
feelings of others.
10. Students believing more strongly
they are competent and capable of
learning the subjects taught to them.
11. Students being more willing to
take ownership of the choices they
make.

No
Change
Seen

Very
Slight
Extent

Slight
Extent

Great
Extent

Very
Great
Extent
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SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS
DIRECTIONS for 4.1 to 4.5: Circle your response, please.
4.1 Indicate the level of your school:
1 Elementary School
2 Middle School
3 Junior High School
4 Senior High School

5 Grades K-8
6 Grades K-12
7 Grades 7-12
8 Other

4.2 In what general region of the US is your school located?
1 Northeast (New England, Middle
Atlantic States)
2 Midwest (East and West North
Central States)

3 South (South Atlantic, East and West
South Central States)
4 West (Mountain, Pacific States)

4.3 Which of the following best describes your school's immediate locale?
1 Urban
2 Surburban

3 Small Town
4 Rural

4.4 What is the enrollment of your school?
1 Fewer than 200 students
2 200 - 399 students
3 400 - 599 students

4 600 - 799 students
5 800 - 1000 students
6 More than 1000 students

4.5 What percentage of your students are on free/reduced lunch?
1 Fewer than 10%
2 10% to 19%
3 20% to 29%
4 30% to 39%
5 40% to 49%

6 50% to 59%
7 60% to 69%
8 70% to 79%
9 80% to 89%
10 90% or greater

4.6 In terms of percentages, how would you describe the ethnic makeup of your school's student
population? (Write the approximate percentages in the blanks provided)
_________% Students: American Indian/Alaskan Native
_________% Students: Black/African American
_________% Students: Asian/Pacific Islander
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_________% Students: Hispanic/Latino
_________% Students: Caucasian
_________% Students: Multi-Racial/Other Ethnicity

PERSONAL DEMOGRAPHICS
DIRECTIONS for 5.1 to 5.7: Circle your response, please.
5.1 Indicate your position at the school.
1 Principal
2 Assistant Principal

3 Other
(please specify _________________________)

5.2 Including this year, how many total years of experience do you have as an educator?
1 5 years or less
2 6 - 10 years
3 11 - 15 years

4 16 - 20 years
5 More than 20 years

5.3 Including this year, yow many total years of experience do you have as an educator
at THIS school?
1 Less than one year
2 1 - 5 years
3 6 - 10 years

4 11 - 15 years
5 More than 15 years

5.4 What is the highest level of education you have completed?
1 High School diploma or less
2 Associate's Degree or
some college credit
3 Bachelor's Degree

4 Master's Degree
5 Degree beyond Master's

5.5 Which best describes you?
1 American Indian or
Alaskan Native
2 Asian or Pacific islander
3 Black/African American

4 Hispanic/Latino
5 Multi-Racial
6 White

5.6 What is your age group?
1 29 years or less
2 30 - 39 years
3 40 - 49 years

4 50 - 59 years
5 60 years or older

5.7 What is your gender?
1 Male

2 Female

Please provide any additional comments you may have pertaining to how low performing schools
may be "turned around." (write on the back of this sheet or attach additional sheets as necessary)
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APPENDIX B PARTICIPANT LETTER
Principal Investigator: Angela A. Brown, Graduate Student
Study Title: Turnaround Schools: Proven Practices from Nationally Recognized Blue
Ribbon Schools
Institution: Department of Educational Leadership and Supervision, University of
Memphis
Dear National Blue Ribbon Recipient,
The following information is provided to inform you about the research project and to
request your participation. Please read this form carefully and feel free to ask any questions.
Should you have questions or concerns about this study or the information given below, please
know that your questions will be answered. Also you will be given a copy of this consent form.
Additionally, your participation in this research study is voluntary. Therefore, you are
also free to withdraw from this study at any time. In the event new information becomes
available that may affect the risks or benefits associated with this research study or your
willingness to participate in it, you will be notified so that you can make an informed decision
whether or not to continue your participation in this study.
For additional information about giving consent or your rights as a participant in this
study, please feel free to contact the IRB at 901-678-2533 or email irb@memphis.edu.

Purpose of the study:
You are being asked to participate in a research study because your school has
been named as a National Blue Ribbon Awarded School, and because of your
demonstrated ability to improve student achievement at your school. The purpose of the
study is to examine practices identified in the literature and measure the extent they are
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used by educational leaders to transform low performing schools in high poverty
communities. The rationale for this comprehensive investigation is to develop a practical
framework that suggests an integrated approach to using proven practices in low
performing schools to impact the student achievement.
Description of procedures to be followed and approximate duration of the study:
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to take part in a survey
regarding your leadership practices. The survey, at no cost to you, may take approximately 10-20
minutes to measure the extent to which you exhibit detailed practices contained in the survey.
Also, with your permission, I will conduct a short interview with you to discuss the extent to
which the practices and procedures were implemented in your school. Though your identity will
not be revealed, your responses will be analyzed and included in my dissertation. This project has
been approved through the University of Memphis. (That basically means that you will not be
harmed in any way by participating in this group. U of M does not have a fund set aside for
compensation in the case of study related injury.) At any point and for any reason (even after you
have signed this form), you are free to withdraw from participating in this study.

Anticipated benefits from this study:
The potential benefits to science and humankind that may result from this study are to
help educators refine school improvement practices, by developing a framework to turn
around low performing schools and increase student achievement. Also this study will
confirm the theory base conformed to Four Dimensions of School Leadership and the
proven practices of nationally recognized Blue Ribbon Schools of Excellence. The
potential benefits to you from this study are that your contribution will aid to present day
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school reform by outlining proven practices used in your school to promote continuous
school improvement, and you will receive one dollar ($1.00) cash incentive for your time.
Circumstances under which the Principal Investigator may withdraw you from
study participation:
You may be withdrawn from the study should you request to be withdrawn. Also,
if you fail to complete the survey as specified, you may be withdrawn from participation
in the study. Lastly, you may be withdrawn if you are a newly appointed principal at the
school and was not the school leader during the school’s recognition. Should you elect to
withdraw or circumstances require you to be withdrawn, you will receive no further
communication from the Principal Investigator.
Contact Information.

If you should have any questions about this research

study or possible injury, please feel free to contact Angela A. Brown at (901) 270-7736
or my Faculty Advisor, Dr. Reginald L. Green at (901) 678-3445, questions regarding
the research subjects’ rights, the Chair of the Institutional Review Board for the
Protection of Human Subjects should be contacted at 678-2533.
Confidentiality. All efforts, within the limits allowed by law, will be made to keep the
personal information in your research record private but total privacy cannot be
promised. Your information may be shared with U of M or the government, such as the
University of Memphis University Institutional Review Board, Federal Government
Office for Human Research Protections, and Department of Education, if you or someone
else is in danger or if we are required to do so by law.
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STATEMENT BY PERSON AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY
I have read this informed consent document and the material contained in it has
been explained to me verbally. I understand each part of the document, all my
questions have been answered, and I freely and voluntarily choose to participate in
this study.

Date

Signature of Research Participant
___________________________________________
Printed Name of Research Participant

Consent obtained by:
Date

Signature
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APPENDIX C PILOT TEST LETTER
Dear Reviewer:
Thank you for your willingness to participate in our study of school
transformation processes. The purposes of this questionnaire are to determine 1) what
strategies principals enact in working to "turnaround" their schools and 2) the impact
these enacted strategies have on teachers and students.
Attached is a preliminary draft of the questionnaire that will be sent to school
leaders who have achieved the National Blue Ribbon of School Excellence Award and
who have engaged in significant improvement initiatives. The responses to this survey
will help provide resources for other educators with the same goals. Also, attached is a
list of questions to review as you read the questionnaire. These questions relate to the
validity of the instrument. In reading and answering the questions, please feel free to
comment on any area that you feel would improve the instrument’s content or construct.
The questionnaire consists of four parts. Part I includes ten (10) items about
turnaround strategies. Part II includes eleven (11) items that concern changes in teacher
belief and practices. Part III includes eleven (11) items that concern changes in student
perceptions of self and others. The final part of the questionnaire asks for demographic
information the school.
Thank you for your time, effort and knowledge.
Sincerely,
Angela A. Brown
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APPENDIX D VALIDITY QUESTIONS
Please keep the questions in mind as you read the questionnaire. If you have any
suggestions or recommendations, please include them in your review.
1. Do the survey questions address the key components of the leadership practices
used to transformed schools and how the practices influence organizational
change?

2. Are the questions formatted appropriately, coherent and easily understood?

3. Can the answers to the survey questions be used to assess the extent to which
principals used leadership strategies to reform low performing schools?

4. How long does it take to complete the survey?

5. Are the directions clear?
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